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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 


Throughout the ages, humankind has marveled at the differences 
between men and women. From the days of Adam and Eve through the 
sexual revolution of the 1970's, researchers have examined the 
biological, sociological, and psychological differences between the 
genders with a variety of often debatable conclusions. It is not 
surprising, therefore, that this endeavor will focus on the 
possibility of yet another difference between the genders; that which 


may exist within the Navy's Surface Warfare Officer community. 
Statement of the Problem 


The professional career patterns for male and female Surface 
Warfare Officers were designed to be different yet equal in terms of 
career opportunities, promotion opportunities and opportunity for 
achievement of career goals within their respective career paths. 
This philosophy of "separate but parallel (Sadler, 1983)" career paths 
has been generally accepted as true by the Surface Warfare community, 
without much debate. Yet, are there differences between how male and 
female Surface Warfare Officers perceive their respective careers in 
the Surface Warfare community and in how they perceive the Navy in 
general? Is the "separate but parallel" philosophy of the career 
paths accurate, or are the differences that exist more significant 
than the Navy realizes. What impact do these differences have on the 


future of female Surface Warfare Officers in terms of their careers in 





the surface warfare community and in the Navy? 

The primary purpose of this investigation is to examine the 
career perceptions of female Surface Warfare Officers by comparing 
their perceptions with those of their male counterparts. In doing so, 
the investigation examines the careers of male and female Surface 
Warfare Officers in terms of: 

1. the present affective response to 
their careers in the Navy and in the 
surface warfare community (e.g. 
satisfaction with the organization, 
satisfaction with esprit de corps, etc); 

2. their career intentions in terms of 
expected outcome behaviors; and 

3. the overall perception of their careers 


including career path and career 
opportunities. 


ocope and Focus 


This paper is not intended to be a discussion of the biological, 
sociological or psychological differences between male and female 
Surface Warfare Officers, although these factors may impact on 
attitudes and values of both genders. Neither is this an attempt to 
enlighten the reader regarding sexual prejudice or discrimination - 
which may or may not exist in the Navy or on board naval vessels. It 
is merely an attempt to examine the career perceptions of female 
surface Warfare Officers in comparison to those of male Surface 
Warfare Officers and to identify the differences, if any, that do 


exist. 


oignificance of the Study 


The importance of identifying the differences which may exist 





between the career perceptions and aspirations of the two genders of 
Surface Warfare Officers can be described in several contexts: 

1. First, the findings could help predict the future composition 
of the Surface Warfare community and any changes that those 
predictions might require (i.e. design changes for ships to support 
berthing of more women officers; the need to assign women to 
combatants to support manning deficits; increased or decreased 
educational and training requirements; broadening of command 
opportunities for women such as increasing the available command 
billets at the commander level and above). 

2. The information obtained could be helpful to the detailing 
system in selecting assignments that would be most beneficial to the 
professional careers of surface line officers and most challenging 
personally for officers of both genders. Additionally, the results 
may serve to dispel myths about the detailing process. 

3. The findings may be used to help determine factors 
contributing to the retention or attrition of naval officers and those 
factors which contribute to a change in occupations within the Navy 
(i.e. a change in designator). This may further result in possible 
Savings to the government in terms of trairing costs. 

4, The results may support or refute the belief that the career 
paths for male and female Surface Warfare Officers are parallel and 
are, therefore, equally attainable for both men and women. This may, 
in turn, prompt a reexamination of the career paths as they exist and 
a subsequent revision to the currently existing career planning 


guidelines. 





5. Finally, the findings of the study could be helpful to male 
and female Surface Warfare Officers as they relate professionally to 
one another in the surface warfare community, dispelling or 
strengthening prejudices regarding the sincerity, commitment and 


dedication of women toward their careers on ships. 
Limitations 


The research conducted and reported herein is by no means all- 
inclusive. Follow-on studies may be required to further investigate 
specific aspects of this study. It does, however, provide an 
important first look at the differences in career perceptions of male 
and female Surface Warfare Officers. 

A limitation of this study resulted from the deployment and 
underway schedules of the ships to which many of the female officers 
in the sample for this research were attached. Delays in return of or 
nonreceipt of the surveys may have been caused by ship scheduling 
which, although understandable, reduced the size of the sample. 

Another limitation of this investigative endeavor may have been 
that it did not attempt to define "female". To present a dissertation 
comparing the female Surface Warfare Officer to what is 
stereotypically considered to be the "traditional" female would 
exhaust volumes. Let it suffice to say that there is evidence 
(Lipinski, 1965; Greebler, 1978; McBroom, 1986) that differences exist 
between the nontraditional, professional female and the traditional, 
stereotypical female. Because of this difference, one might expect 


the attitudes and values of the nontraditional woman, specifically the 





female Surface Warfare Officer, to be more similar to those of men 
than those of traditional women. Perhaps this might be a topic worthy 


Gimeturther research. 


Assumptions 


For the purposes of this investigation, officers included in the 
surface Warfare community include those officers who have completed 
qualification in Surface Warfare and have been designated as 1110 or 
1115 and Surface Warfare Officer trainees holding designators 1160 or 
1165 but not yet fully qualified in Surface Warfare. 

This research paper assumes that the training of male and female 
Surface Warfare Officers is equivalent. All division officers 
regardless of gender receive basic Surface Warfare Officer training 
prior to their first sea tour. Both male and female Surface Warfare 
Officers attend department head school, although there have been cases 
of women who were asSigned as department heads prior to attending 
department head school. These officers must still fulfill the 
requirements of two department head tours following completion of 
department head school. Specialty training may vary according to 
billet assignment. However, with the exception of Tactical Action 
Officer (TAO) training and other combat oriented training courses, 
surface Warfare Officer training is not regulated according to gender. 

In order to limit the extent of this study to a manageable size, 
one which can be reported at least in the lifetime of the author, the 
career patterns of male and female Surface Warfare Officers were 


initially assumed to be “equal but different". That is, it is assumed 





that the characterization of the career paths as described in the 
Unrestricted Line Officer Career Planning Guidebook is an accurate 
description of current career paths, with notable exceptions described 
fimenapter If, It ds not the intention of this paper to investigate 
the reasons for the obvious and subtle inequities which exist in the 
design of the career paths. This endeavor will, however, attempt to 
identify the differences in how these two career paths are perceived 
by respective members of the surface warfare community and perhaps to 
present some insight regarding the impact that these differences may 
have on the futures of female Surface Warfare Officers. 

Finally, it is assumed that all officers responded candidly and 


truthfully to the survey questions. 


Definitions of Terms 


Because of the unique terminology often associated with the Navy, 
Appendix A provides definitions of terms most frequently used in this 


research paper. 





CHAPIER II 


LITERATURE REVIEW 


Before pursuing the question of comparability of career 
perceptions further, it is important to understand how women came to 
be assigned to ships in the Navy and to examine the issues which 


currently impact on their careers as Surface Warfare Officers. 


Historical Background 


If one were to give an historical account of women on ships 
beginning from the first time a woman ever served on board a United 
States naval vessel, one would need to start during the War of 1812 
with Lucy Brewer who served on board the USS CONSTITUTION for three 
years, disguised as Mr. George Baker (Holme, 1982). However, it was 
not until the turn of the century that women’s role in the military 
began to set the stage for their current role as Surface Warfare 
Officers. 

In 1917, recognizing the potential for a severe manning shortage 
in the imminent Great War, then Navy Secretary Josephus Daniels 
authorized the enlistment of 13,000 women into the regular Navy as 
Yeomen (F) to serve in clerical positions baie relieving the men for 
combat duties (Godson, 1984). Navy nurses also served during World 
War I on hospital ships and transports, although they were not 
afforded full rights and privileges as Naval officers or equal pay to 
their male counterparts (Holme, 1982). 

World War II again saw Navy nurses on board hospital ships and 


military transports as Women Accepted as Volunteers for Emergency 





Service (WAVES), an organization established in 1942 as the Women's 
Reserve. “Following World War II, the Woman's Armed Forces Integration 
Act was passed in 1948 abolishing the Women's Reserve as a separate 
organization and authorizing commissioning of women into both the 
regular and reserve Navy forces. Although this was a significant step 
toward equality for women in the Navy, this law was still restrictive: 

1. “Women were precluded from serving in command 
positions other than those involving supervision 
of women. 
2. Women officers could not hold permanent rank above 
{the rank of] commander. 
3. Women had to be older than men when enlisting (18 
as compared to 17 for men) and had to have written 
parental consent if under 21 (as compared to 18 for 
men). 
4, Children of military women were not given dependency 
status unless their father was deceased or their 
mother was their only principle source of support 
(Perry, 1981)." 
Also in 1948, Section 6015 of Title 10, United States Code was signed 
into effect which, among other restrictions, prohibited women from 
being assigned to duty in aircraft that were engaged in combat 
missions and from being assigned to Navy vessels other than hospital 
ships and transports. The law also placed a 2 percent ceiling on the 
number of women that could serve in the Navy (Holme, 1982) 1. Despite 
the new law, the first woman line officer, .-an assistant transportation 
officer, was not assigned to a Navy transport ship until 1961. The 


Significance of this event was soon lost, however, when all transport 


ships were decommissioned. Additionally, the last hospital ship was 


1 This ceiling was lifted in 1967 with P.L. 90-130 which was 
intended to remove restrictions on the careers of females in the 
military. 





decommissioned in 1971, leaving no ships available for women for duty 
as specifted by Section 6015. 

In the early 1970's, Admiral Elmo Zumalt Jr. assumed the duties 
as Chief of Naval Operations and, with him, came rapid and dramatic 
changes in nearly every aspect of naval life, including career 
Opportunities for women. In 1972 he issued a policy statement (Z-Gram 
116) which: 

1. Authorized limited entry of women into all 

Navy enlisted ratings. 
2. Initiated, on the USS SANCTUARY, the Navy's 
pilot program for evaluating the use of 
women at sea and immediately assigned a limited 
number of female officers and enlisted personnel 
to the crew. 
3. Suspended restrictions on women succeeding to 
command ashore. 
4, Opened the Chaplain and Civil Engineering Corps 
to women officers. 
5. Opened college NROTC programs to women and 
expanded the opportunities of women line officers. 
6. Permitted women to achieve flag rank within the 
managerial and technical spectrum (Perry, 1981). 
Additional advances were made regarding the integration of women in 
1973 with the disestablishment of the office of Assistant Chief of 
Naval Personnel for Women (Pers-K), minimizing if not eliminating the 
separate management of women and integrating women into the Navy's 
unisex chain of command. 

Many other opportunities for women became available during the 
1970's (Table 1); some prompted by the Navy's recognition of the need 
for women to fill manning gaps created when the draft ended, others 
prompted by legal action. One such case, Owens vs Brown, challenged 


BiewCONStItuttonality of Tatle 10, Section 6015, U. S. Code, claiming 


that the law discriminated against women. The case became a turning 





Table 1 


10 


Historical Milestones for Navy Women 


1948 
Section 6015, Title 10, USC 
authorizes duty on board hospital 
ships and transports. 


Women's Reserve disestablished 
with the passing of the Women's 
Armed Forces Integration Act. 


1967 
P.L. 90-130 amends Titles 10, 32, 
and 27, U.S.C. to remove 
restrictions on careers of 
females. 


24 ceiling restriction on manning 
lifted. 


oa 
Entry into all Navy ratings 
authorized. 





Women assigned to hospital ship, 
USS Sanctuary. 


Restrictions on women succeeding 
to command ashore suspended. 


Naval Reserve Officer Training 
Corps (NROTC) program opened. 


Navy women eligible for selection 
to joint war colleges. 


1973 
Disestablishment of Pers-K. 


Different dependency requirements 
for women abolished. 


1975 
Women allowed into service 
academies. 


Pregnancy discharge policy 
changed from involuntary to 
voluntary separation. 


1976 
First woman line officer 
appointed to flag rank. 





1978 
Law amended to permit assignment 
to ships. 





Navy Surface Warfare and Special 
Operations communities open. 


1980 
DOPMA established. 





198] 
First woman qualified as OOD. 





1986 
First woman qualified for 
Command at Sea. 





First woman assigned as XO of a 
large at-sea command. 





Lene eee eee eee 


a 


point for women on ships. In July 1978, Judge John Sirica ruled that 


Section 6Q15 was, indeed, unconstitutional (Hixson,1985). By the end 


of 1978, Congress had approved modifications to Section 6015 
authorizing permanent assignment of Navy women to specified 
noncombatant ships and permitting temporary additional duty (TAD) 
assignment to any seagoing ship for up to 180 days provided a combat 
mission is not anticipated. The new Women in Ships program was 
underway. 

Today, 177 women Surface Warfare Officers (1110/1115 and 
1160/1165) serve on board 25 ships in a variety of capacities and, 
with the passing of the Defense Officer Personnel Management Act 
(DOPMA) in 1982, compete against male Surface Warfare Officers 
for promotion and share the same career goals (OPNAVINST 5354.1B; 


Coye, 1979). 
Goal of Surface Warfare Officers 


Regardless of gender, the measure of success in the surface 
warfare community and the goal of all Surface Warfare Officers is the 


Same ~~ command at sea (Siverling, 1983; Unrestricted Line Officer 


Career Planning Guidebook; Holzbach, 1979). 


"Command at sea is the one unambiguous 
indicator of success for the surface 
line officer... A person's definition 
of what constitutes success may vary 
over time. For the surface line officer, 
however, career success has only one 
dimension -- command at sea (Siverling, 
1983) e 


No two officers will follow identical career paths. However, the 


ultimate measure of achievement for each is to command a surface ship. 
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It was with this goal as the focal point that the professional 
development paths for Surface Warfare Officers (Figures 2-1, 2-2 and 


2-3)2 were developed. 
Male Surface Warfare Officer Career Path3 


Officers of the surface warfare community begin their careers at 
Surface Warfare Officers School (SWOS) in Newport, Rhode Island or 
Coronado, California (refer to Figure 2-1). This sixteen week course 
is designed to provide the prospective Surface Warfare Officer with 
the fundamentals of naval engineering, seamanship, navigation, surface 
ship administration, and naval warfare and to prepare the officer for 
his initial sea tour as a division officer. 

Following SWOS, the Surface Warfare Officer trainee (designated 
1165 or 1160) commences a thirty month initial sea tour as a division 
officer. During the first 24 months on board, the officer is required 
to complete Surface Warfare Officer qualification. This qualification 
includes demonstrating a knowledge of engineering, damage control, 
shipboard navigation, seamanship, Combat Information Center (CIC) 
operations, communications, supply procedures, warfare fundamentals, 
division officer responsibilities, and final qualification as Officer 
of the Deck (underway). Completion of this first major milestone in 

2 The Unrestricted Line Officer Career Planning Guidebook, OPNAV 
13-P-1, lists two male Surface Warfare Officer professional 
development paths and one female path. The male Nuclear Surface 
Warfare Officer career path will not be used for comparison in the 
Study since there are no female Nuclear Surface Warfare Officers. 


Figure 2-3 is provided for information purposes only. 


3 Information consolidated from the Unrestricted Line Officer 


Career Planning Guidebook, OPNAV 13-P-1. 
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the career of a surface line officer authorizes the Surface Warfare 
Officer trainee to be fully designated a Surface Warfare Officer 
(1110/1115) and to wear the surface warfare breast insignia. Also, 
during this initial sea tour, the ensign should be promoted to 
lieutenant (junior grade) after two years of commissioned service and 
he should request and be selected to attend Surface Warfare Officer 
Department Head School. 

Following designation as a Surface Warfare Officer and after 
eighteen months of duty on board the initial sea command, the officer 
may request a "split-tour" to another division officer tour on board a 
different type of surface ship. This provides surface warfare 
qualified junior officers the opportunity for a variety of naval 
experiences and permits them to broaden their knowledge base for 
future asSignments. 

Approximately three to three and one half years after 
commissioning, and upon completion of surface warfare qualification, 
the lieutenant (junior grade) normally commences a two year shore 
tour. This may include postgraduate school, recruiting duty, 
instructor duty or any number of available shore billets. During this 
shore tour, the officer will typically be promoted tomtull lieweenant 
upon completion of four years of commissioned service. 

This initial shore tour is then followed by a six month 
department head course, designed to prepare the prospective department 
head for a tour as Operations Officer, Weapons Officer or Engineering 
Officer on board a combatant ship. Under the current department head 


rotation system, following department head school, the officer will be 
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assigned to an initial department head billet for eighteen months then 
"split toyr'’ to a second eighteen month department head tour in the 
same department on board a different ship. This system of "tracking" 
department heads into one department is intended to build on the 
knowledge and experience gained from previous tours and to develop a 
more specialized and more efficient department head by reducing the 
training time required in the second department head assignment. It 
is during this second department head tour, at approximately the nine 
year point of commissioned service, that the officer will be promoted 
to lieutenant commander. Promotion is not possible if the officer has 
not filled a department head billet at sea. Shortly after selection 
to lieutenant commander, and every year thereafter, officers’ records 
are screened for selection for executive officer afloat. 

The department head tour is the make-or-break tour in the career 
of a Surface Warfare Officer. It is this tour which determines 
whether the Surface Warfare Officer will become an executive officer 
and continue on to attain command (Siverling, 1983). If Engineering 
Officer of the Watch (EOOW) qualifications were not attained during 
the initial division officer sea tour, it is important for the Surface 
Warfare Officer to attain this qualification during his department 
head tour as part of the prerequisites for qualification for command. 
The Surface Warfare Officer has an excellent opportunity to complete 
qualification for command of surface ships during these department 
head assignments and should do so prior to rotating to his second 
shore tour. 


The second shore tour usually commences at the nine to ten year 
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point of commissioned service. As a lieutenant commander, this two to 
three year tour could consist of application of previous postgraduate 
school education and development of a subspecialty, although 
development of a subspecialty should not generally be considered as an 
alternative to operational development. 

Figure 2-1 seems to indicate that there is a path to promotion to 
the rank of captain without first having been an executive officer or 
commanding officer, however, this is not the case. The lieutenant 
commander executive officer billet is required for selection for and 
assignment to a commander commanding officer billet which, in turn, is 
a prerequisite for selection to the rank of captain. The third sea 
tour for Surface Warfare Officers usually occurs after 13 years of 
commissioned service and consists of two eighteen month tours as a 
department head, executive officer, lieutenant commander command, 
staff or other sea assignment. The lieutenant commander executive 
officer assignment may occur in either the first or the second half of 
this three year sea tour but must occur prior to selection for 
command. If selected, officers will be assigned to the lieutenant 
commander executive officer billet via Prospective Executive Officers 
School in Newport, Rhode Island. After approximately 15 years of 
commissioned service, the officer is eligible for advancement to the 
rank of commander. 

The third shore tour normally falls into one of five categories: 
(1) operational assignment, (2) subspecialty assignment, (3) general 
unrestricted line billets appropriate to grade, (4) senior service 


college assignment, or (5) Washington duty. This shore tour is 
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intended to be a challenging opportunity of increased responsibility; 
one that is commensurate with the rank of commander and one which 
might benefit the officer in his command tour. 

Command opportunity for commanders is approximately fifty 
percent. Command screening is conducted by a formal board beginning 
in the year in which the officer is selected for commander. Each 
officer is screened every year for four consecutive years. Screening 
for command is extremely competitive. Officers not selected for 
command may return to sea as executive officers of large ships or in 
other sea assignments commensurate with their rank. Those who are 
selected for commander command assignments will normally serve two 
years, after which they may be eligible for retirement or follow-on, 
post-command tours. 

Although there is no one sure path to success for a Surface 
Warfare Officer, the general career pattern described above and the 
progression of assignments and promotions depicted in Figure 2-1 most 
typically represent the professional development path for the 
successful male Surface Warfare Officer and one which will result in 


succesSful achievement of command at sea. 
Women Surface Warfare Officer Career Path 


As long as the restrictions imposed by Section 6015, Title 10, 
U. S. Code continue to prohibit women from serving in combatant ships, 
female Surface Warfare Officers will be required to follow a somewhat 
modified professional development path toward their career goal of 


command at sea. 
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The career pattern for women is nearly identical to that of men 
throughout the initial division officer tour, first shore tour and 
department head tours (Figures 2-1 and 2-2). Promotion opportunities 
occur in the same sequence within the career flow and the same 
requirements for selection to department head school and for executive 
officer screening apply to both genders. Also, the department head 
tour carries the same significance toward future selection for 
executive officer and command for women as it does for their male 
counterpart. The differences in the career patterns lie in the types 
of ships and billets to which women may be assigned. By law, women 
may only serve in noncombatant ships. However, Surface Warfare 
Officer qualification may be facilitated through cross-decking for 
training to combatant ships for up to 180 days. This type of 
temporary assignment offers women the opportunity to participate in 
operations and evolutions not otherwise available to them on 
noncombatant ships while pursuing the qualification requirements for 
designation as Surface Warfare Officers. Additionally, the 
Opportunity for deployment is extremely limited for women as compared 
to men because of the ship type restrictions. As indicated by Figures 
ee) aud 2-2, the initial shore tour for women Surface Warfare Officers 
is also slightly longer than that of men but not significantly so. A 
final difference which occurs within the first ten years of 
commissioned service occurs during the department head assignment. 
Women may not be assigned as Weapons Department Heads but may be 
assigned as Deck Department Heads (First Lieutenants) of large 


auxiliaries. Normally, on combatants, the deck personnel are assigned 
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to the Weapons Department as a separate division. However, because of 
the size of the deck force on auxiliaries and the unique operations 
often associated with noncombatant ships, the deck force is a separate 
and often extremely large department. 

The more obvious differences between the career patterns of male 
and female Surface Warfare Officers occur beyond the ten year mark and 
after the department head tours. Where the male Surface Warfare 
Officer rotates to a two year second shore tour and a follow-on, at- 
sea asSignment as a lieutenant commander executive officer, a female 
Surface Warfare Officer's second shore tour is four to five years in 
duration. Figure 2-2 indicates that only one executive officer 
billet, USS NORTON SOUND (AVM-1), is available for females at the 
lieutenant commander level. Since the publication of OPNAV 13-P-l, 
The Unrestricted Line Officer Career Planning Guidebook, USS NORTON 
SOUND has been decommissioned and three other lieutenant commander 
executive officer billets have been authorized, two on destroyer 
tenders (AD's)4 and one on a repair ship (AR). It is not until 
completion of nearly 16 years of commissioned service, and selection 
for commander, that most female Surface Warfare Officers are scheduled 
fOr assignment to executive officer tours, according to the 
professional development path of Figure 2-2. Additionally, although 
the same command qualification requirements apply to Surface Warfare 
Officers of both genders, the types of ships authorized for females 


are typically those which have more senior officers serving as 


4 Interview with LCDR Jean M. Cackowski, Commander, U. S. Pacific 
Fleet, staff. 
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_ executive officers and commanding officers. In fact, the professional 
career path of women Surface Warfare Officers has only one ship, USS 
NORTON SOUND, designated as a female commander commanding officer 
position. Women are not actually slated for assignment to commanding 
officer billets until they have served in the Navy for over 21 years, 
have been selected for the rank of captain, and have completed a third 
shore tour of three and one half years duration. 

Although the career pattern for women is expanded over a longer 
period of time from the men's pattern, the progression of experiences 
from division officer, through department head, to executive officer 
is identical. Likewise, the promotion milestones are the same and 
both career paths theoretically culminate in the ultimate goal of 
command of surface ships. To this end, the expected professional 


patterns are, indeed, “separate but parallel (Sadler, 1983)." 


Career Perceptions of Male Surface Warfare Officers 


The majority of research regarding career attitudes and 
perceptions of Surface Warfare Officers in the Navy has been concerned 
with those of male Surface Warfare Officers; perhaps because of the 
small number of female Surface Warfare Officers in proportion to that 
of males or perhaps because of the recency of female integration on 
board ships. Regardless of the reasons, it is within the male 
population of the Navy that most of the data relevant to this study 
has been uncovered. Therefore, there is a substantial amount of data 
with which to compare the newly obtained results regarding the careers 


of female Surface Warfare Officers. 
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One effort, conducted in 19/79, was initiated to study the factors 
relating to surface warfare junior officer retention (Holzbach, 1979). 
In his study, Holzbach interviewed twenty-one Surface Warfare Officers 
in the ranks of lieutenant and lieutenant commander at Naval 
Postgraduate School, Monterey, California, questioning the officers 
concerning career goals and planning, career management, and attitudes 
toward Navy experiences in general. Most of the officers described 
Baedr goals in terms of the recognized career pattern of Surface 
Warfare Officers; i.e. division officer, department head, executive 
officer and commanding officer. Additionally, the majority indicated 
that executive officer and commanding officer assignments on board 
destroyers are more desirable than those on board amphibious or 
auxiliary ships. In obtaining information regarding career choices, 
officers most frequently sought the advice of their commanding 
officers, executive officers, department heads, and detailers, 
although many officers interviewed indicated a distrust of their 
detailers. The commanding officers were said to have a tremendous 
influence on these officers, positively and, in some cases, 
negatively. Other results of Holzbach's interviews indicated concern 
for "erosion of benefits" in the Navy, family separation during 
deployments and the perception that the fitness report system may be 
less than accurate in reporting actual performance. Holzbach 
concluded that junior officer retention, hence their careers, were 
influenced most strongly by: (1) assignments and assignment patterns, 
(2) officer evaluations of assignments, (3) officer assignment 


process, (4) commanding officers and their effect on career decision, 
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_(5) professional development, (6) career counseling, (7) officer 
career decision process, and (8) officer quality (p. 21). 

Siverling (1983) interviewed ten ensigns, ten lieutenant 
commanders and nine captains in a comparative study of Navy career 
patterns and popular adult development theories. He found that the 
ensigns were only "tentatively committed" to the Navy as a career and, 
in fact, three of the ten ensigns stated that they would "not make the 
service their life work (p. 50)." It is important to note, however, 
that at the time of the interviews, none of the ensigns had yet 
reported to their first ships which may have limited the basis from 
which their perceptions were formed. In contrast to the responses of 
the ensigns, all of the lieutenant commanders interviewed expressed 
some degree of commitment to attaining command at sea and to their 
careers in the Navy. Six of the nine captains interviewed had command 
experience and reported that "the attainment of command was the apogee 
of their lives... (p.59)." They had all committed themselves to the 
Navy, with a mean time in service of 25.1 years. The uncertainty in 
their careers for the captains came following their command tours 
Since the career development path is less structured. 

In an effort "to develop data on the career concerns, activities, 
decisions, influences, and planning of Surface Warfare Officers 
assigned to sea billets (Morrison, 1983, p. 1)", Morrison interviewed 
67 nonnuclear-trained, male Surface Warfare Officers ranking from 
ensign to captain. Although most of the officers interviewed 
expressed positive attitudes toward the Navy and their careers, 


several areas of concern were identified. 





| 
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Many officers indicated that the surface warfare community does 
not take care of its people, that is, the "Navy or the 
ship/activity/command uses the officer to meet their immediate needs 
without reciprocating by helping them to be career-competitive (p.4)." 

Additionally, Morrison found that junior officers perceive their 
first fitness report (FITREP) as critical to their careers and that, 
if it is bad, they may not be able to recover sufficiently to be 
Career competitive. This finding is also supported by Holzbach 
(1979). Likewise, any low FITREP throughout the career of a Naval 
officer is considered by most to be career terminal regardless of good 
FITREP's which may follow. 

Morrison also found that junior officer retention may be affected 
by perceived inequities in the opportunity to qualify in surface 
warfare. Factors listed as inhibiting the opportunity for 
qualification included assignment to a ship that does not operate or 
deploy, initial assignment to an engineering billet which limits the 
Opportunity to complete bridge and warfare qualifications, assignment 
to a ship in overhaul, assignment to a unique auxiliary such as a 
minesweeper or tender, competition with a large number of other junior 
officers for qualification time, and requirement to allot time to 
collateral duties vice qualifications. 

In regard to billet assignment, Morrison found that the best 
assignments for junior and mid-grade officers are in operations, 
weapons, combat systems or as first lieutenant. In contrast, 
engineering assignments were perceived as posing "major career 


problems (p.7)'" because of the constant evaluation of performance 
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based on results of frequent inspections. Engineering assignments 
were described as high-risk because "the chance to obtain a single bad 
FITREP, which is seen as ruining an entire Navy career, is very high" 
(p.7). It was also noted that officers who do well in engineering 
billets reduce their time in operations, ship handling and weapons 
deployment experiences which are required for selection for command. 

Career goals of Morrison's subjects covered a wide range and 
varied according to location within the career pattern. Some of the 
career goals listed included (p.9): 

. To obtain command at sea. 

To avoid command at sea. 

To change designators. 

To become competitive in the SWO career. 
To avoid engineering. 


To obtain an engineering tour. 
. Geographic stability. 


SOO WN Ee 


The same wide range of opinions concerning sea and shore duty 
billets were expressed in Morrison's study. Operations Officer was 
considered a good job on a Spruance-class destroyer but not on a 
“broken down" ship. The engineer billet was considered tough and 
satisfying but perceived as harmful to career competitiveness. Junior 
officers reported that communications officer was a good billet but 
senior officers reported it as a poor one. Amphibious ships and 
aircraft carriers were considered as bad for the surface warfare 
career. Shore duty assignments which were perceived as bad tours 
included instructor duty at the Naval Academy, Naval Postgraduate 
School or an NROTC unit and assignments such as Amphibious Craft Unit 
and Washington tours. Good shore tours included attendance at Naval 


Postgraduate School and assignment as a detailer. Most of the 
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officers considered attainment of postgraduate education desirable, 
however many felt the payback tours could make them “operationally 


@pcolete (p.12)." 


Career Perceptions of Female Surface Warfare Officers 


There has been little research conducted specifically concerning 
the career perceptions of female Surface Warfare Officers. However, 
some studies conducted with other female subjects in the Navy and in 
the civilian community may help to provide insight into how women 
perceive their careers in general and thus provide direction to the 
hypothesis of this research project. 

In Morrison's study (1983), discussed previously, only one of the 
68 subjects interviewed was a female Surface Warfare Officer trainee, 
assigned temporarily to an amphibious ship for training. Although 
having been in the surface warfare community for only a short time, 
she noted that "the Navy appeared to be more worried about 
habitability problems that have arisen because of her sex than the 
real problems, which were getting qualified, becoming operationally 
competent, and staying career-competitive when she could not serve on 
a combatant ship (p. 5)."' This feeling of frustration is similar to 
that expressed by the male junior officers interviewed by Morrison in 
the same study which may be attributed to the perceived lack of 
concern and support of the Navy for its people (p. 4). The opinion of 
one female trainee, however, cannot be generalized to the entire 
female surface warfare community. Therefore, there is still no 


conclusive data to date regarding the career perceptions of female 
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_ Surface Warfare Officers. 

Other studies conducted within the Navy focused on sexual 
prejudices toward Navy women in non-traditional ratings (Pope, 1982) 
and attitudes of crews toward women assigned to ships (Thomas, 1981; 
Greebler, Thomas & Kuczynski, 1982). However, none concentrates 


specifically on the careers of female Surface Warfare Officers. 


Civilian Research Concerning Careers 


In contrast to the sparsity of research concerning careers for 
females conducted by the Navy, civilian researchers have explored many 
aspects of women in the work force, including comparing their career 


motivations and aspirations with those of their male counterparts. 


Leadership. One study (Wexley and Hunt, 1974) examined 32 
masters students, sixteen male and sixteen female, in supervisory 
positions in business and industry and found no significant 
differences between the performances of male and female leaders in 
human relations and administrative-technical leadership skills. 
Although females behaved differently from males, the differences in 
behavior had no effect on their leadership abilities. 

Hollander and Yoder (1978) support this finding in their study of 
leadership differences between the genders and identified factors 
which cause some women to be effective leaders while others, less 
effective. Among those factors identified, leadership role, style and 
Situational characteristics were found to influence leadership 
behavior in both male and female leaders. These studies, however, did 


not address careers of females but rather their leadership abilities 
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- within their chosen careers. 


% 


Job satisfaction, motivation and work attitudes. Herzberg, 
Mausner, Capwell and Peterson (1957) and Deutsch (1978) studied gender 
and job satisfaction but found no significant relationship between the 
two variables. However, Shapiro (1975) reported a difference in job 
motivators between male and female employees. He found that actual 
pay earned in dollars per week provided the strongest motivation for 
males while total work experience measured in years worked had the 
strongest motivational impact for females. Relationships between 
Satisfaction with the supervisor, company loyalty, present 
performance, recognition, security, standard of living, self-esteem, 
authority, self-actualization, and social contact with job motivation 
were either weak or nonexistent for both males and females. 

Geddes (1975) examined the differences between male and female 
work attitudes and behaviors in the accounting profession and found 
that the degree of differences were related to other variables such as 
age, socioeconomic status, and education. She concluded that work 
commitment for men is consistently high regardless of socioeconomic 
status yet the commitment of women seemed to fluctuate with other 
variables such as age, education or socioeconomic class. However, she 
also concluded that men and women of the same age, education and job 

} level had the same type of desire toward responsibility, recognition 


and advancement, at least in the accounting profession. 





In another study concerning differences between male and female 
managers, Bridgewater (1984) found that ‘women are more likely than 


men to make sacrifices for their jobs; they are more career-oriented 
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~and get more satisfaction from their jobs than men; more women than 

men would-forgo an important function at home if it conflicted with 

Ghee, job (p. 17)". 

In contrast, another study (Coates and Southern, 1972) regarding 
academic professions found that women tend to have lower educational 
aspirations than men although they appear to have equal potential. 

This, according to the researchers, combined with discrimination in 


education, may account for the lack of women in academic professions. 


Motive to Avoid Success. This tendency of some women toward non- 
achievement in the field of education and in many other professions 
may be defined according to Deutsch (1944) as “success phobia" and 
according to Horner (1972) as a “motive to avoid success". Horner 
describes this motive as a personality disorder which is acquired 
early in childhood and is manifested by a belief that success will 
result in some negative consequence, such as social rejection or 
feelings of inadequacy as a woman. This belief, according to Horner, 
is especially prominent in competitive achievement situations. Stein 
and Bailey (1973) concur with Horner's hypothesis, stating that 
females are more anxious about failure and more cautious about risking 
failure than men. Other studies (Sutherland and Veroff, 1985) also 
support Horner's theory concerning the motive to avoid success. 

However, Horner's research methodology has been challenged by a 
more recent study by Paludi and Fankell-Hauser (1986) who found that 
91% of the women sampled in their study had never been in a situation 
where they were about to succeed and feared success. In their study, 


Paludi and Fankell—-Hauser identified several internal blocks to 
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“success for women including procrastination (58%) and lack of self- 


confidence (282). Fear of failing was listed in only 4% of those 
surveyed. Therefore, they concluded that there is very little 
evidence to support the fear of success argument of Horner and her 
Supporters. In terms of female Surface Warfare Officers, the motive 
to avoid success would probably not be a factor in their career 
perceptions and aspirations since women experiencing this disorder, if 
it does exist, would most likely avoid the intense, competitive 
environment of a shipboard occupation altogether or eliminate 


themselves early on from their surface warfare careers. 


Achievement Motivation. Achievement motivation may be affected 
by factors such as parental upbringing (Kagan and Moss, 1962; Stein 
and Bailey, 1973), social class (Carney and McKeachie, 1963) and 
cultural influences (Rosen, 1962) which may influence the perceptions 
of the careers of women. Additionally, there is evidence that there 
are differences in achievement motivation between the genders 
(Crandall, Katkovsy and Preston, 1962; Lipinski, 1965). Crandall (et 
al.) found that boys had high expectations of success on new tasks and 
believed that they themselves were responsible for their successes and 
failures rather than chance or luck. In PaAGaGGe girls were more 
often expected to fail on new tasks regardless of their IQ. This, 
they concluded, may be attributed to the fact that girls are more 
commonly criticized for setting high goals on the grounds that such 
boasting is unfeminine. This conclusion supports the earlier findings 
of Deutsch (1944) that women can achieve intellectualism only through 


the loss of femininity. In another study regarding achievement 
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‘motivation, Baruch (1967) found that achievement motivation in females 
may be related to age, concluding that the highest level of motivation 
in females is more likely to occur after their families have been 
established and they have returned to the work force. She also found 
that the achievement motive differed with educational background. 

Stein and Bailey (1973) noticed a definite relationship between 
gender and achievement motive in their finding that achievement levels 
for females are generally lower than those of men. They attribute 
this relationship, in part, to the differences in socialization of 
children which is consistent with Horner's (1972) belief that fear of 
success is a result of sex-role training. Additionally, their 
research was supported by other studies (Veroff, 1973; Sutherland and 
Veroff, 1985; French and Lesser, 1964) that reported differences in 
achievement motive scores between males and females. 

Of significant importance to this research project, however, is 
the conclusion by French and Lesser (1964) that the criterion for 
achievement for women is less defined than that for men because of the 
changing roles and goals of today's women. Additionally, the methods 
used in most studies for determining achievement motivation may not be 


applicable to women (Veroff, Wilcox and Atkinson, 1953). 


Conclusions. Because of the questionable applicability of the 
methodology used for measuring achievement motivation (Veroff, Wilcox 
and Atkinson, 1953), one cannot presuppose that the achievement 
motivation of female Surface Warfare Officers will differ 
Significantly from the achievement motivation of male Surface Warfare 


Officers. Additionally, there is evidence that women in non- 
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- traditional careers may, in fact, have characteristics more similar to 
those of men than to those of traditional women (Lipinski, 1965; 
Greebler, 1978; McBroom, 1986) which suggests, perhaps prematurely, 
that the comparison of male and female Surface Warfare Officers’ 
career perceptions should not yield significant differences between 
the perceptions of the two genders. 

However, contradictory conclusions of other studies regarding 
Career aspirations, motivation and attitudes of the career woman make 
accurate predictions of results of this study difficult if not 
impossible. Additionally, the differences, however minor, between the 
Career patterns of male and female Surface Warfare Officers as 
described in this chapter may have a greater impact on the career 
perceptions of females in the surface warfare community than 
anticipated. Therefore, if this is true, the assumption that the 
Career patterns between the two genders are "Separate but parallel" 
may not be correct which would lead one to expect greater differences 
between the responses of the males and those of the females surveyed 


during this study. 
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CHARTER ITT 
METHODOLOGY 


The purpose of this study was to compare the perceptions of 
female Surface Warfare Officers with those of male Surface Warfare 
Officers concerning their careers in the Navy and in the surface 
warfare community and to determine what differences, if any, exist 
between the two genders regarding their careers. It is hypothesized 
that differences do indeed exist between the career perceptions and, 
further, that these differences impact on the retention of female 
surface Warfare Officers in the Navy and in the Surface Warfare 


community. 


oample 


Although the Women in Ships program has been in existence since 
1978, the number of female Surface Warfare Officers in the Navy is 
still quite small. Because of this, it was possible to survey every 
female Surface Warfare Officer (designators 1110 and 1115) and Surface 
Warfare Officer trainee (designators 1160 and 1165), a total of 177 
officers, for this research project. The population ranged from the 
rank of ensign to lieutenant commander and covered commissioning years 
1971 through 1986. Each officer was requested to complete a Surface 
Warfare Officer Career Questionnaire (Appendix B). 

In 1986, Navy Personnel Research and Development Center, San 
Diego, California surveyed over 2000 male Surface Warfare Officers and 


surface Warfare Officer trainees using the same Surface Warfare 
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“Officer Career Questionnaire (Appendix B). This sample was randomly 
selected,-and stratified on ship type and rank, from the total Navy 
population of male Surface Warfare Officers and was considered 
representative of that population. The subjects used for comparison 
to the female Surface Warfare Officers in this study were randomly 
selected from the respondents of this 1986 NPRDC survey and matched 
with the female respondents of this study. A comparison of the 


subjects is presented in Chapter IV. 


Procedures 


The Surface Warfare Officer Career Questionnaire (Appendix B) 
consists of 148 questions designed and developed by Navy Personnel 
Research and Development Center. The questionnaire is divided into 


the eleven sections described below: 


A. Background Information: Requests personal data and 
information concerning professional qualifications achieved. 


B. Information Use: Evaluates a variety of career information 
sources in terms of use, accuracy of information, honesty, 
availability and influence. 


C. Present Assignment: Evaluates current tour. 
D. Assignment Process: Concerns the,detailing process 
including evaluation of detailers and preference card system. 


E. Decision Process: Evaluates the Navy as a career including 
Satisfaction in assignments, career opportunity and options, 
contribution of assignments to surface warfare career and desire 
to continue naval service. 


F., Career Management: Evaluates surface warfare community 
specifically including advancement opportunity within the 
community. 


G. Career and Marital Status: Deals with possible conflicts 
between the officer's career and his/her family. 
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H. Education, Training and Professional Development: COnecerins 


officer's perception of various schools and professional programs 
and their importance to his/her career. 


I. Career Attitude: Concerns the intensity of desire and 
commitment to continue career in the Navy. 


J. Fitness Reports: Lists information regarding the officer's 
Fitness Reports. 


K. Comments: Encourages participants to contribute additional 
information regarding their naval careers. 


Although respondents were asked to complete all portions of the 
survey, for the purposes of this study, only those items concerning 
the affective response to the subjects’ careers in the Navy and in the 
surface warfare community, career perception and intended career 
behavior were extracted for analysis and comparison. Data from 
Section B, Information Use, was not utilized for analysis, nor was the 
data obtained from Section G, Career and Marital Status. Information 
from these sections can be made available for future studies from 
Naval Personnel Research and Development Center. Upon receipt of the 
completed questionnaires, analysis of variance or chi squared tests 
for significant differences were conducted for the items of interest. 


The results are reported in Chapter IV. 


Generalizability 


Although the sample of respondents is considered representative 
of the population of female Surface Warfare Officers, the results of 
this study cannot be considered generalizable beyond this sample 
because of the following limitations and biases: 


1. The findings may have been biased based on a less 
than 100 percent return of the surveys. 





oy 


2. Some of the questions in the survey are subject to 
individual interpretation and therefore the results of 
thosé items may be affected. (Note: those questions that 
were obviously ambiguous were not utilized in this study). 


3. The questionnaire was originally designed for the 
purpose of studying the male surface warfare population 
and therefore some questions may have been inappropriate, 
subject to misinterpretation, or otherwise ineffective for 
a study of female Surface Warfare Officers. 


4. Although it is assumed that the responses to the 
questionnaire were honest and candid, there is no means to 
assure that this is the case. 
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CHAPTER IV 


RESULTS 


Respondents 


Of the 177 female officers surveyed, 55 responded, for a return 
rate of 31 percent. The reasons for nonreturns of the questionnaires 
are unknown, however, ship deployments, unexpected transfers, changes 
of home port and similar factors may have contributed to the delay in 
or lack of responses. 

The sample of 4/7 male Surface Warfare Officers used for 
comparison to the female respondents participating in this study was 
randomly selected from those officers who responded to the 1986 NPRDC 
survey. The subjects were matched with the female respondents uSing 
designator (1110, 1115, 1160 or 1165) and rank based on commissioning 


year. 


Demographics 


A comparison of the demographics, including qualifications, of 
the male subjects to those of the female respondents participating in 
this investigation is depicted in Tables 2 through ee 

The subjects ranged from the rank of ensign through lieutenant 
commander with the majority of the respondents being lieutenants (57 
percent of the male officers and 51 percent of the female officers). 
Fifty percent of the male subjects and 56 percent of the female 
subjects were single. Of the male Surface Warfare Officers 


participating in the comparison, 79 percent were qualified in surface 
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‘warfare (designator 1110 or 1115) which is comparable to the female 
Surface Warfare Officers of which 78 percent were surface warfare 
qualified. | 

As indicated by the chi square tests for significant difference, 
there were no significant statistical differences in demographics 
between the male sample and the female samples. However, significant 
differences did exist between males and females concerning 
qualification for Weapons Control (p= 0.0003) and qualification for 
Tactical Action Officer (p= 0.0002), Tables 9 and 10. These 
differences are to be expected since both Tactical Action Officer 
(TAO) and Weapons Control are qualifications specific to combatant- 
type ships, to which females are not authorized to be permanently 
assigned. The remaining qualifications and demographics reveal no 
Significant differences between the samples. Therefore, the samples 


were considered to be acceptable for comparison during this study. 


Location of Respondents 


Using the Officer Master File (OMF) at Naval Personnel Research 
and Development Center, the name, rank and current duty station for 
each female Surface Warfare Officer was obtained. Of the 55 female 
respondents, 36 were assigned to sea duty and 19 were currently 
assigned ashore. Of the 47 male subjects used for comparison, 36 were 
assigned to sea duty and 11 were assigned ashore (Table 14). There 
was no significant difference between the duty stations of the female 
and male Surface Warfare Officers (p= 0.3111). The duty stations were 


located throughout the United States and overseas. 





Table 2 


Cross-tabulation of Designator (A2) by Sex (A4) 


A4 
MALE FEMALE ROW 
TOTAL 
I 1 JI 2 I 
—------- 4--—~-~--~--4-~---~--~-} 
PLO s sy 30.)«CO@ 55 I 63 
I I Toles 
=== {a- “: 
TS: et 7 I 10 I 17 
I if Li 1657 
A2 +—------— +-------— + 
ico we 9 I 11 iE 20 
I I 196 
$~-----~- 4-------— + 
M65 1 I 1 I 2 
I I 1230 
$------— 4+--------— + 
COLUMN aa 55 12 
TOTAL 46.1 53.9 100.0 
CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 


O02 24655 0.9693 0 
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Table 3 


Cross-tabulation of Grade (A3) by Sex (A4) 


A4 
MALE FEMALE ROW 
i 4 ee.2 I TOTAL 
mann pos ne panna an. 
Ee! [Co 3s I Ry cl 20) 
it I I 20.0 
ee “- 
meo 2i 6 sf 10 (I i118 
it I I 18.0 
A3 ——————— +-------- + 
becom 6hC27lCUdECUcCU Cd tC 
it I I 54.0 
fanaa fanaa aa + 
Keio t 4 ft 4 iM Paes. 
I I Ih il) 
fon Hn -r 
COLUMN 47 53 100 


TOTAL 47.0 D520 100.0 


CHI SQUARE oIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 
0.66462 Oreo l> 2 
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Cross-tabulation of Family Status (A5) by Sex (A4) 


AG 
MALE FEMALE ROW 
it I I TOTAL 
I ] eZ I 
Hae $o------f--------+ 
Scie 2o tl  3lo J 54 
ft il I 5365 
fossa (sean -=- ‘: 
Mean 1 oe 12) 1 Pee «25 
NOeCHELD of I I 24.8 
poe aaa $a na a~- + 
MARRIER I 9 [| #7 I 16 
W/CHILD I IL Sc 
fn naa paca n + 
DIVORCED I Zook ete 
I I rae. 
een pocscese- + 
OTHER I ee ee! 
it I eel © 
sae pocesann 
COLUMN 46 55 1 


TOTAL 45.5 54.5 100.0 


CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 
1.88820 0.7563 1 
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Table 5 


. Cross-tabulation of Division Officer Qualifications (A8a) by Sex (A4) 


AG 
MALE FEMALE ROW 
I I I TOTAL 
I 1 ii 2 I 
~----=-- $-------4—-------+ 
VES I 44 I 49 I 93 
ii I IT 92.1 
A8a 4+—-----— +-------- + 
NO I 2 oe 6 I 8 
I I I 7.9 
+------- fo------- + 
COLUMN 46 aD 101 


TOTAL 45.5 94.5 100.0 


CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 
Ore 1580 One! > 1 


Table 6 


Cross-tabulation of Dept. Head Qualification (A8b) by Sex (A4) 


A4 
MALE FEMALE ROW 
I I ero AL 
iL 1 I 2 iI 
—------- 4——------—4-—-------+ 
YES I 10° Bi 17 I 27 
I I Os 
A8&b +—------ +-------- + 
NO I 31 Rt 31 dl 62 
I I I 69.7 
t------- 4+-------- + 
COLUMN 4] 48 89 


TOTAL 46.1 Doe0 100.0 


CHI-SQUARE = SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 
0.80387 Orea09 13 
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Table 7 


Cross-tabulation of OOD Qualification (A8c) by Sex (A4) 


A4 
MALE FEMALE ROW 
I I I TOTAL 
I it I 2 I 
aan aa = a 
ales fe 38 1 44 I 82 
i I I 84.5 
A8c $------— 4—--—--—-—--— + 
NO I 6 I 9 I 15 
it in et. 
[ean panna + 
COLUMN 44 a3 97 
TOTAL Ano ao 100.0 


CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 
0.02943 0.8638 > 


Table 8 


Cross-tabulation of EOOW Qualification (A8d) by Sex (A4) 


A4 
MALE FEMALE ROW 
I I I TOTAL 
i la Se? I 
——-----— $——-————4—-——-————+ 
iS i bia ee ei ef, 38 
if it I 42.7 
A8d +-—---—— Sa on 
NO A one eo eye] 
it I ih pavexs 
+—-—-———— +-------— + 
COLUMN 42 47 89 


TOTAL 47.2 D266 1COn0 


CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 
0.03448 2c o27 3 
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~ Cross-tabulation of Weapons Control Qualification (A8e) by Sex (A4) 


A&4 
MALE FEMALE ROW 
I 1 ic Z fl SROiAL 
—-~------ +----~-~--+-~-~---~---+ 
YES I 15) a 1 i 16 
I I i iscc 
A8e 4------- 4-—------- r 
NO I 2 lee a2 i 69 
it I iret 22 
+------- fons as --- + 
COLUMN 42 43 85 


TOTAL 49.4 50.6 100.0 


CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 
SSSA Q.0003 17 


Table 10 


Cross-tabulation of TAO Qualification (A8f£) by Sex (A4) 


A4 
MALE FEMALE ROW 
I ih I TOTAL 
TI ] it Z if 
Ha pon open a+ 
YES I i> fl ] I 16 
i il ao. 
A&f fa ft 
NO iy Zo. 3 42.) Mien G/ 
I it row 7 
+------- fo------- + 
COLUMN 40 43 83 


TOMAL 48,2 Jie 100.0 


CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 
14 .29364 O.0002 De, 








46 
Table 11 


.Cross-tabulation of XO Afloat Qualification (A8g) 


by Sex (A4) 
A4 
MALE FEMALE ROW 
I J LaAvOTAL 
ae ee I 
—------- $-------4--------+ 
YES eee oe i 
i; iE ale 
$------- +-------- + 
A8e NO Po et. Alewl 76 
i I I 98.7 
f------- $-------- + 
COLUMN BG 4] i 


TOTAL 46.8 a3e2 LOGE 


CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 
0.00429 029473 25 


Table 12 


Cross-tabulation of Command Qualification (A8h) 


by Sex (A4) 
AG 
MALE FEMALE ROW 
i i I TOTAL 
I 1 ie ~ 2 i 
=------- $—------4}--------+ 
YES ee ees 1] 1s: 
A8h I I iPS Say) 
po aaean prac nn + 
NO ie oom? 7s 
I I IT 96.3 
oe $-------- + 
COLUMN 38 4,3 81 


TOTAL 46.9 5321 100.0 


CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 
C2092 C9131 Z| 
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Cross-tabulation of Nuclear Power Qualification (A8i) 


by Sex (A4) 
A4 
MALE FEMALE ROW 
it iE I TOTAL 
j | a Ge i 
a $-------4--------+ 
Yas (Tien ene. | 
I I Ils 2 
A8i +------- +-------- + 
NO i ee eee ae a 80 
I I I 98.8 
+-----—— $----——-- + 
COLUMN 38 43 8] 


TOTAL 46.9 55m LOE 


CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 
0.00387 0.9504 21 


Table 14 


Cross-tabulation of Present Tour (Cl) by Sex (A4) 


A4 
MALE FEMALE ROW 
I il I TOTAL 
I i ia 2 I 
-------- +-------+--------+ 
SEA ie 936. i 36 err. 72 
I I L70.6 
it +—--—-----— eee + 
SHORE it 19 I 30 
I I e294 
+—-—---- 4——-----— a 
COLUMN Lf 5s 102 


TOTAL 46.1 joe7 100.0 


CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 
1.02608 Oe will Q 
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Data Organization 


* 


To effectively examine the career perceptions of female Surface 
Warfare Officers in comparison to those of their male counterparts, it 
was necessary to define "career" in terms of three separate 
categories: (1) affective response, (2) career intentions in regard to 
expected behavioral outcomes, and (3) overall evaluation of career 
pattern. Each item of the Surface Warfare Officer Career 
Questionnaire (Appendix B), evaluated for this investigation, was 
divided into one of these three categories. Some of the items were 
further subdivided and analyzed together in a common scale to 
facilitate data analysis and formulation of the most appropriate 


conclusions. A confidence level was established as 0.05. 


Affective response. Survey items which were categorized as 
indicating an officer's affective response to his/her career included 
those items that concerned the following: 


satisfaction with Career 

satisfaction with Occupation 

satisfaction with Organization 

satisfaction with Location 

Internal Aspects of Present Job 

External Aspects of Present Job 

Overall Evaluation of Tour 

Importance of and Satisfaction with 

Esprit de Corps 

** Importance of and Satisfaction with 
Liberty Ports 

* Evaluation of Specific Aspects of 
Navy Career 

* Factors Contributing to Retention 

*“ Personal Relationships 


Esa ae 3c 


4% 


% 


oe 


These items concern the individual's personal feelings toward 


various aspects of his/her career in the Navy and as a Surface Warfare 
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Officer based on past experiences and on the evaluation of his/her 


present assignment. 


Intended Career Behaviors. The six survey questions included in 
this behavioral domain deal with decisions that reflect the officer's 
commitment to a career in the Navy (20 years of service or greater) 
and to a career as a Surface Warfare Officer. Although other items 
were included in this section of the questionnaire (section E8), the 
following questions best describe the officer's degree of commitment 
and dedication and therefore are indicative of his/her future career 
intentions: I have decided to... 

Make the Navy a career (E8d). 

Seek a designator change from SWO (E8e). 
Complete qualification for Command (E8g). 
Strive for Command at Sea (E8n). 


Strive for Captain (E80). 
Strive for flag rank (E8p). 


te ow 4 


a ae 
st ost 


v 
Ww 


Additionally, data from question I.l. was included in this 


behavioral category because it, too, indicates commitment to continued 


naval service. 


Career Path Perceptions. This category indicates the overall 
view of the individual's career, including the perceptions of future 
Career Opportunities, opinions of the esnvane process, perceptions 
of how well specific assignments contribute to a surface warfare 
career, and perceptions regarding factors influencing promotion 
opportunity. These items help to formulate an overall picture of how 
the officer views the surface warfare career path and may serve to 


provide insight regarding the futures of female Surface Warfare 


Officers. 





we 


survey Results 


. 


Affective Response. An analysis of the data reflecting the 
affective response to the respondents' careers as naval officers and 
as Surface Warfare Officers is described in Table 15 through Table 26. 
All of these items were either of a five point or seven point Likert 
scale design and were analyzed for significant differences using the 
analysis of variance. Similar questionnaire items were combined into 
composite scales and analyzed as such for ease and accuracy of testing 
and interpretation. 

Both male and female Surface Warfare Officers responded 
positively (mean scores of 4.6 or greater on a seven point scale) to 
the composite areas of career satisfaction (Table 15), occupational 
satisfaction (Table 16), organizational satisfaction (Table 17) and 
satisfaction with location (Table 18), indicating a general 
Satisfaction with these career areas. There were no significant 
differences found between the scores of the female Surface Warfare 
Officers surveyed and those of the male Surface Warfare Officers 
regarding these composite scales. Only one item, item [10 of the 
career satisfaction composite, showed a significant difference between 
genders (p= 0.01) when analyzed separately from the composite scale, 
with females responding higher than males regarding pride in their 
careers. 

Concerning the officer's evaluation of their current assignment, 
there were no significant differences between genders in either their 
evaluation of the internal aspects (Table 19) or the external aspects 


(Table 20) affecting their current job. Not surprisingly, the 
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internal aspects of the job, such as challenge, sense of 


‘accomplishment or professional growth, were evaluated more positively 


for both males and females than the external aspects, such as work 
hours and work pressure. Separation from family and friends (item 
C4b) was evaluated by males and females as the most negative aspect of 
their current job (mean score of the men = 3.40; mean score of the 
women = 3.85). 

Female Surface Warfare Officers were significantly less satisfied 
with liberty ports than their male counterparts (p = 0.0318), Table 
24. This may be a result of the fact that women, restricted by United 
States Code, Title 10 to sea duty assignments on board noncombatant 
ships only, do not experience the at-sea time or deployments of their 
male contemporaries stationed on board combatant ships thus their 
Opportunities for port visits are more limited. 

Perhaps these restrictions were also responsible, at least in 
part, for the significant difference found between genders regarding 
their overall evaluation of their present tour. Table 21 describes 
these results in terms of a combined analysis of ship or command, type 
of duties assigned and superiors. Female Surface Warfare Officers 
were significantly less favorable toward their current tour than were 
the males (p = 0.0493). Their evaluation of their relationships with 
their commanding officer, immediate subordinates and wardroom or peers 
at their present commands, however, were similar to those of male 
Surface Warfare Officers and, in general, favorable. 

Additionally, both males and females evaluated most of the items 


listed in question E5 (Table 26) as positive aspects of a career in 
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the Navy. Continuity of detailers was a notable exception, with a 
~ mean evaluation score for the male officers of 3.69 and a mean score 
for the females of 3.92. Unaccompanied, overseas assignments also 
rated much lower on the evaluation scale (mean of the males = 3.45; 
mean of the females = 3.40), although both genders had very positive 
evaluations of accompanied overseas assignments. This is in 
consonance with previous negative evaluations of separation from 
family and friends and is also consistent with the findings of 
Holzbach (1979). 

It is interesting to note that female Surface Warfare Officers 
responded significantly more positively to sea duty than did the male 
Surface Warfare Officers (p = 0.0030), with a difference in mean 
scores of 1.05. Evaluations of shore duty were more similar between 
the genders (mean of the men = 5.13; mean of the women = 5.39). 

Opportunity for rewarding assignments and enjoyment of naval 
service were ranked as the two most important factors for males and 
females in determining whether they would remain on active duty beyond 
their eligible retirement date (item E10, Table 26). Although both 
genders ranked these two items very high in importance (mean scores 
greater than 4.0 on a five point scale), there were significant 
differences between the responses of men and those of women on each, 
with females ranking both factors as significantly more important than 
did the males (p= 0.0071 and p= 0.0095 respectively). Additionally, 
the female officers’ responses to these two factors showed greater 
central tendency than did the male officers’ responses, indicating a 


greater consensus of opinions concerning these items. The least 
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important determinant of retention for those females surveyed was the 
‘desire to-retire as an 0-6, or the rank of captain. In contrast, the 
least important determinant of retention for the male participants was 
the opportunity for civilian employment. 

Both male and female Surface Warfare Officers considered items 
such as salary, retirement benefits, and command duties, listed in 
question Ell (Table 26), as generally important to remaining in the 
Navy. Both genders considered command duties as most important to 
their retention and, aside from liberty ports reported previously as a 
composite analysis, geographic stability ranked as least important. 
The levels of satisfaction (item E12) tallied by the male and female 
respondents for the same areas ranged from 3.0 to 4.0 on a five point 
scale. Although not dissatisfied with the areas listed, most officers 
apparently could be more satisfied. Generally, males and females were 
most satisfied with retirement benefits and basic salary. The area 
producing the least satisfaction was family separation, which supports 
the previous evaluation of separation from family and friends as a 
negative aspect of both male and female officers’ current assignments 


(question C4b). 
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Table 15 


Career ocatistaction 


Questions 


I2 The more I think about it, the more I feel I made a bad move in 
entering my Career. 


I6 I thoroughly enjoy my career. 
110 IL take great pride in my career. 
114 I feel good about my career. 


118 I definitely feel I am in the wrong career. 


Composite Results 


LABEL CASES MEAN OTD DEV SUM OF $ 
MALE 46 5.0696 La20 S2e2o74 
FEMALE D> Deo o4 Zoo. Some S 
WITHIN 101 Sse e020 167.8367 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Deas MEAN Ik SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN DDO ] Poo OS le. 08 0.2411 


WITHIN LO7ec 307 oD 0955 
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Table 16 


Occupational Satisfaction 


Questions 


I3. Iam very satisfied with my occupation. 

I7 JI thoroughly enjoy my field of work. 

Ill I would feel happier with a different occupation. 

I15 I definitely feel that I am in the right field of work. 


T19 JI am very sorry I chose my occupation. 


Composite Results 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV oUM OF SQ 
MALE 46 4.6870 ere 9774122 
FEMALE 3D 4.9209 1 S208) 
WITHIN Pew 4.8144 1.3574 182.4206 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF ever MEAN Ish SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN io lek i Weyl 0.7441 0.3904 


WITHIN 182.4206 oD 1.8426 
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Table 17 


Organizational Satisfaction 


Questions 


14 I talk up the Navy to my friends as a great organization to work 
Or. 


I8 Iam proud to tell others that I am part of the Navy. 


Ii2 I am extremely glad that I chose the Navy to work for, over other 
organizations I was considering at the time I joined. 


I16 For me, this is the best of all possible organizations for which 
to work. 


Composite Results 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV OUM OF SQ 
MALE 46 4.9348 1.1098 Seni 
FEMALE 2): OS OS. Lees Si ee 
WITHIN 101 al 345 1.1164 2 3000 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Di Es MEAN IS SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN beso | 325520 2.1005 OmIeSS 


WITHIN 123.3806 oe 1.2463 





a 
Table is 


heeca titans oatisftaction 


Questions 


I5. Iam fortunate to be located where I am. 
I9 I thoroughly enjoy my location. 
I13. I am very satisfied with my present location. 


mys i would be more satisfied in a different location. 


Composite Results 


LABEL CASES MEAN SOE SUM OF SQ 
MALE 46 4.9728 1.4750 97.9035 
FEMALE aD 4.6182 oer 121.8068 
WITHIN 101 4.8886 1.4897 219.7104 
GROUP 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dake: MEAN Fe SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN Ori I Oe 1 0.2699 0.6045 


WITHIN 219.7104 a2 23 
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Table 19 


Internal Aspects of Present Job 


Questions 


C4 What is your evaluation of the following aspects of your present 
job and related duties? 


Challenge 

Use of skills and abilities 
Interesting duties 

Adventure 

sense of accomplishment 
Opportunity to grow professionally 
Doing something important 


me AG. H-gQ MO D 


Composite Kesults 


LABEL CASES MEAN Si D DEV SUMO 
MALE 47 DS A0o2! 1.0480 DO 0Z 
FEMALE 2» 4.7610 tec Some 
WITHIN 102 4.9090 1.2084 146.0326 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUMO Done MEAN ish SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN JAE Nis ] Zeon S ie Se 0.184] 


WITHIN 146.0326 100 1.4603 
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Table 20 


External Aspects of Present Job 


Questions 


C4 What is your evaluation of the following aspects of your present 
job and related duties? 


d. Working environment 

e. Hours of work required 

f. Work pressure 

h. Ability to plan and schedule activities 


Composite Results 


LABEL CASES MEAN oTD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 47 3.9468 e023 85.3670 
FEMALE 52 4.2212 1.4164 108 .3364 
WITHIN 102 4.0948 Boole 193.7034 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE SUM OE Dens MEAN Ie SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 1.9083 1 1.9083 OngesZ O2525) 
WITHIN 193.7034 100 1.9370 
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table Zi 


Overall] “valuation of Tour 


Questions 


C5 Overall, how do you evaluate this tour in terms of: 
a. Ship/Command 


b. Type duties 
c. Superiors 


Composite Results 


LABEL CASES MEAN o©D DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 47 4.0496 0.6889 215250 
FEMALE 54 3.7438 0.8341 3Omer29 
WITHIN 101 3.8861 057700 I5e7@15 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Deir MEAN Fi SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN Zee 02 ] 2502 S00) 0.0493 


WITHIN 98.7015 99 032929 
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Table 22 


Importance of Liberty Ports to Remaining in the Navy 


Questions 


Ell Indicate how important each of the following areas are to 
remaining in the Navy. 


a. Number of cruise liberty ports 
b. Quality of liberty ports 


Composite Kesults 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SU JOR 0 
MALE 47 2552 Pez 66.4787 
FEMALE 25 3.2264 Looe OZ faa 
WITHIN 100 D050 1.2748 Peo 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Date. MEAN Ii SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 2.1658 | ZODS oe, Oe 2511 1 


WITHIN be 22017 98 1.6251 
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Table 23 


Importance of Esprit de Corps to Remaining in the Navy 


Questions 


Ell Indicate how important each of the following areas are to 
remaining in the Navy. 


h. Esprit de Corps 


i. Recognition for accomplishments 
j.- Status of the SWO community in the Navy 


Composite Results 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 47 3.9433 05233 SN eye, 
FEMALE » 4.2061 0.6203 ZU 108 
WITHIN 102 4.0850 QO./7208 DI /S 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dik MEAN i: SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN i./ 508 I L708 3.3686 0.0694 


WITHIN aloo 100 O10 
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Table 24 


satisfaction with Liberty Ports 


Questions 


E12 Indicate how satisfied you are with the following areas. 


a. Number of cruise liberty ports 
b. Quality of liberty ports 


Composite Results 


LABEL CASES MEAN Sy SUM OF $ 
MALE 46 3.6413 0.9408 Some ol 
FEMALE 3s: Sew 0.9880 50.7547 
WITHIN BY 3.4141 0.9664 90.5862 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dal MEAN Is SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 4.4340 Il 4.4340 4.7479 0.0318 


WITHIN 90.5862 97 350 
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tables 25 


satisfaction with Esprit de Corps 


Questions 


E12 Indicate how satisfied you are with the following areas. 
fweusprat cae Corps 


i. Recognition for accomplishments 
j. Status of the SWO community in the Navy 


Composite Results 


LABEL CASES MEAN DE Der Suton oO 
MALE 47 3.0142 7 5 | 28.2128 
FEMALE 55 3.1818 0.8885 42.6263 
WITHIN 102 3.1046 0.8417 70.8390 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dees. MEAN Bi SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.7122 i OuF ZZ ImOOs3 0.3184 


WITHIN 1076390 100 0.7084 
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Question C4b 


able -26 
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Additional Data for Affective Response Analysis 


Evaluation of separation from family/friends. 


LABEL CASES MEAN oTD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 47 3.4043 ines) 153.2310) 
FEMALE 55 3.8545 072 196 .8364 
WITHIN 102 3.6471 ime eZ 35071555 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE SUM OF Dre, MEAN Ish SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 5.1386 1 Sar ooo 1.4675 OFZ2265 
WITHIN Sema) — OU S06 


Question C5c Evaluation of present tour in terms of relationship 


with CO. 
LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUMS OF SQ 
MALE 47 Gunes 1.2067 66.9787 
FEMALE a 3.9423 1.0921 60.8269 
WITHIN 99 3.9798 1.1479 127.8056 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SOURCE SUM OF Dee SIGNIFICANCE 

SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.1539 l 0.1539 O. 7332 
WITHIN 127.8056 97 1.3975 
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Table 26 (cont) 


Question C5e Evaluation of present tour in terms of immediate 


subordinates. 
BABEL, CASES MEAN STD DEV SUN ZOr SO 
MALE 44 4.3864 0.7840 26.4318 
FEMALE 50 4.3200 0.8437 34.8800 
WITHIN 94 Ess ob 0.8164 6l.3its 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE SUM OF Dies MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN OF103 1 1 OG 3 0.1547 0.6950 
WITHIN 61.3118 92 0.6664 


Question C5f Evaluation of present tour in terms of wardroom/peers. 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SULeOR Is 
MALE 47 4.2766 0.9714 43.4043 
FEMALE a 4.0392 1.0190 Slee 2 LO 
WITHIN 98 a loo O79965 JOE oe aS 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dok MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN Less ] ie 65 1.3880 0.2417 


WITHIN JD eee 96 0.9930 
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Table 26 (continued) 


Question E5a Evaluation of continuity of detailers. 





LABEL CASES MEAN oTD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 46 Soa] O23 Sil Seu 
FEMALES 54 om 2o9 lime dos aos 
WITHIN 100 3.8200 12260 147.4428 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SOURCE Sune OF Det MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 

SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN leer7 2 1 io 7 2 O23 55 Orson 
WITHIN 147.4428 98 1.5045 
Question E5b Evaluation of assignments received. 
LABEL CADES MEAN S20 DEV SUM OF SOQ 
MALE 44 ei ea. 1.4445 S22 
FEMALE a3 Sel 3 2 1.4366 lOge2 203 
WITHIN 2,/ Gnowac 1.4402 197.0480 
GROUPS 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SOURCE SUM OF Dele SIGNIFICANCE 

SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 2.7870 ] Zan 810 0.2493 
WITHIN 197.0480 95 2.0742 
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Table 26 (continued) 


Question E5c Evaluation of change of assignments at 2-3 year 


intervals. 
LABEL CASES MEAN Sve V SUM Oia Sse 
MALE 46 5.0000 L256085 110.0000 
FEMALE 54 SoD Pa OO 99.4815 
WITHIN 100 5.2800 1.4620 209.4815 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SOURCE SUM OF Dat. MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 

SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 6.6785 i! 6.6785 Bal Z244 0.0802 
WITHIN 209.4815 98 2.1376 


Question E5d Evaluation of possibility of change of geographic 
location with assignment change. 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALES 46 4.9348 lee 86.8043 
FEMALES 34 4.9815 1.6878 iO Jet 
WITHIN 100 4.9600 oat 237 EDO 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Digi. MEAN E SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.0542 Il 0.0542 Os0z7Z2 eee ls 


WITHIN 237 ese 98 2.4264 
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Table 26 (continued ) 


Question E5e Evaluation of sea duty. 


LABEL CASES MEAN oTD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 46 4.2609 Ona! 154.8696 
FEMALE 54 5.3148 IO RI6 137.6481 
WITHIN 100 4.8300 eee 7 ZO Zee? 
GROUP 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF [pees MEAN Je SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 

BETWEEN IIL ] ese 9.2440 O2005C 

WITHIN De TEE 98 2.9849 


Question E5£ Evaluation of shore duty. 


LABEL CASES MEAN OTD DEV oUM OF SQ 
MALE 43 JS. 1.4071 88.1628 
FEMALE 53 Dee O2 1.33 1O0%6792 
WITHIN 96 262683 he376> 183.8420 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dees. MEAN E SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 1.5642 i 1.5642 Om gg6 0.3734 


WITHIN 183.8420 94 eo 20 
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Table 26 (continued) 


Question E5g Evaluation of overseas assignment, accompanied by 


family. 
LABEL CNS OS MEAN SLDSDEV SUM VOR SQ 
MALE 43 5.3488 1.4456 87.7074 
FEMALE DS SZ030 eZ 100.7547 
WITHIN 96 DO) 1.4162 MeGeoce7 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SOURCE SUM OF Der MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 

SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN OROZS i 0.1028 O20> Ore213 
WITHIN RS Ou 222 94 2.0056 


Question E5h Evaluation of overseas assignment, unaccompanied by 


family. 
LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM JOR SQUAKES 
MALE 44 ora 45 WI 7OZ 166.9091 
FEMALE od 3.4074 Zee laS 21550370 
WITHIN 98 3.4286 1.9946 381.9461 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE SUrOr Dats MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.0539 ] 0.0539 0.0135 0.9076 


WITHIN 381.9461 96 3.9786 
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Table 26 (continued) 


Question El0a Importance of opportunity for flag rank in determining 
whether you will remain on active duty after becoming eligible to 
metire. 


LABEL CASES MEAN SEE SOEY SUM OF SQ 
MALE 47 3.4468 ie) 107.6170 
FEMALE 54 55505 1.4406 110.0000 
WITHIN 10] 3.3861 1.4826 Ze O1 70 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SOURCE Sw OF Date, MEAN i SIGNIFICANCE 

SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN OF230 ] 0742236 0.1472 O77 020 
WITHIN Diol @ ao eo. 


Question ElOb Importance of opportunity for major command in 
determining whether you will remain on active duty after becoming 
eligible to retire. 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD EDEN SUNGORRSo 
MALE 4/ 4.1064 Lule. 58.4681 
FEMALE 54 Snot) 1.3656 Pome) 
WITHIN 101 3.8416 eeZ005 157.3014 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE SUM OF Dak. MEAN ii SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 6.1639 ] 621029 3.8794 020517 
WITHIN 157.3014 99 1.5889 
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Table 26 (continued) 


Question ElQc Importance of desire to retire as an Q-6 in determining 
whether you remain on active duty after becoming eligible to retire. 


LABEL CASES MEAN SLD VEY SUM OF SQ 
MALE 47 3.4681 epee 2 67.7021 
FEMALE 54 3.0970 [ae 10. Sone 
WITHIN ToT B20 73 5050 168.2392 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dek. MEAN lo SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 

BETWEEN 3.5430 ] 3.5430 2.0849 Osos 

WITHIN 168% 2392 oo 1.6994 


Question ElQd Importance of opportunity for rewarding assignments in 
determining whether you will remain on active duty after becoming 
eligible to retire. 


LABEL CASES MEAN SID DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 47 4.3617 0.8189 3076211 
FEMALE 54 4.7407 OQ <2000 16.3704 
WITHIN 101 4.5644 0.6906 Gye 2G 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dak: MEAN Ip SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN Seog ] Bee6102 ye D0C9 Q.QQ71 


WITHIN C2 ales ao 0.4770 
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Table 26 (continued) 
Miestronsti0e — Importance of enjoyment of naval service in 


determining whether you will remain on active duty after becoming 
eligible to retire. 


BABEL CASES MEAN SED SDEV SUMBOR SO 
MALE 47 4.3404 O79 559 SO %S 552 
FEMALE 54 4.7407 0.5558 16.3704 
WITHIN 101 4.5545 UO 7 563 Hom Z oo 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dink. MEAN le SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 

BETWEEN 4.0269 lt 4.0269 7 2Oee> 0.0095 

WITHIN 30).9236 ae Oe 5750 


Question El1Of Importance of opportunities for civilian employment in 
determining whether you will remain on active duty after becoming 
eligible to retire. 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 47 3.3404 io) JO nae 2 
FEMALE 54 3.3148 1.3434 95.6481 
WITHIN 101 3.3267 eZ oy 166.2013 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Der. MEAN Ie © IGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 


BETWEEN ORO165 ] 0.0165 0.0098 Oa9213 


WITHIN 166.2013 99 1.6788 
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Table 26 (continued) 


Question ElOg Importance of financial benefits in determining whether 
you will remain on active duty after becoming eligible to retire. 


LABEL CASES MEAN SUE DEN SUM OF SQ 
MALE 47 3.425) 1.1748 63.4894 
FEMALE 54 DeeeSD 1.0946 63.5000 
WITHIN 101 3.6436 i260 126.9894 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dawe MEAN ts SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 

BETWEEN 4.1790 ] 4.1790 Sao 0.0741 

WITHIN 126.9894 99 Zo 


Question Ellc Importance of command duties to remaining in the Navy. 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM Or ase 
MALE 45 4.4889 0.6260 17.2444 
FEMALE 55 4.6000 0.7354 29.2000 
WITHIN 100 4.5500 0.6884 46.4444 


GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM" OF D XE . MEAN Ie SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN Creo sc ] 0.3056 0.6447 0.4239 


WITHIN 46.4444 98 0.4739 
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Table 26 (continued) 


Question Elld Importance of family separation to remaining in the 
Navy. 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 44 4.2045 1.0692 49.1591 
FEMALE 30 4.1600 1.1843 68.7200 
WITHIN 94 4.1809 1.1319 eto 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUMEOF Die. MEAN Fe SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 

BETWEEN 0.0464 tl 0.0464 0.0362 0.8494 

WITHIN ou | oz as ES: 


Question Elle Importance of retirement benefits to remaining in the 
Navy. 


LABEL CASES MEAN OTD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 47 4.2979 0.7493 29.6290 
FEMALE 54 4.2963 0.9834 Die 3 
WITHIN 101 4.2970 0.8824 77.0890 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE OUM OF Dak. MEAN IF SIGNIFICANCE 


SQUARES SQUARE 


BETWEEN 0.0001 I 0.0001 0.0001 Uaeoeo 


WITHIN 77.0890 29 O77 37 
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Table 26 (continued) 


Question Ellf Importance of geographical stability to remaining in 
the Navy. 


LABEL CASES MEAN ofD DEV SUM-OR.S 
MALE 47 Omen | Dates. 56.2128 
FEMALE D> 3.4545 1.2445 83.6364 
WITHIN OZ epg 22 P1826 139.8491 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dik. MEAN igh SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 

BETWEEN 0.4646 i) 0.4646 One322 © 5057, 

WITHIN 139 7809) 100 loos 


Question Ellg Importance of basic salary to remaining in the Navy. 


LABEL CASES MEAN oTD DEV OUM OF SOQ 
MALE 47 4.1277 0.8240 31.2340 
FEMALE >» 4.0000 0.9623 20.0000 
WITHIN 102 4.0588 O290I3 81.2340 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Der. MEAN If SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.4130 ] Cya1so 0.5084 0.4775 


WITHIN 81.2340 100 O2er7Z2 


ae 
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Table 26 (continued ) 


Question El2c Satisfaction with command duties. 


LABEL CASES MEAN SORE OUM OF SQ 
MALE 45 SEO 2 2 Cre iG 5ner t6 
FEMALE 53 3.4151 0.9694 48.8679 
WITHIN 98 OeelO2 0.9434 85.4457 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE OUM OF Der. MEAN i SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 

BETWEEN 1.0441 ] 1.0441 Leelees OFZ 

WITHIN 85.4457 96 0.8901 


Question El2d Satisfaction with family separation. 


LABEL CASES MEAN olD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 42 2.4762 0.9936 40.4762 
FEMALE 48 Ze0ew ORS DUS 34 .0000 
WITHIN 90 2.4889 0.9200 74.4762 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dar. MEAN IF SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN Onl 27 ] O20127 O7.0150 G29028 


WITHIN 74.4762 88 0.8463 
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Table 26 (continued ) 


Question El2e Satisfaction with retirement benefits. 


LABEL CASES MEAN SLU LN SUM OF SQ 
MALE 43 Solos i(l 0.8873 33.0698 
FEMALE 32 3.8846 Onge25 45.3077 
WITHIN 92 3.8000 0.9180 Lomo’ > 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dien MEAN Ie SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 

BETWEEN Os027> ] Graz Z) 0.9760 GraZ50 

WITHIN (Se SVE is. oD 0.8428 


Question El2f Satisfaction with geographical stability. 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OFS 
MALE 46 reo ee) 1.1446 58. 505 
FEMALE Zo Sae019 0.9524 £71698 
WITHIN og oao4o4 1.0460 106.1263 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUE OL Dak. MEAN I SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN O00 ] Oro oU Q.1800 Os6723 


WITHIN 106.1263 Oy 1.0941 
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Table 26 (continued ) 


Question El2g Satisfaction with basic salary. 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 47 ex /O2) 0.8826 35 ..O296 
FEMALE 5 Spor Z/ 0.9241 46.1091 
WITHIN 102 3.6863 O02 81.9389 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Det. MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 

BETWEEN OO? ] Geog 0.0267 0.87/04 

WITHIN Sie oo 100 0.8194 


Intended Career Behavior. Six survey questions of section E8 of 
the Surface Warfare Officer Career Questionnaire were selected to 
represent career intentions; that is, the level of commitment to the 
Navy as a career and to the surface warfare community. These six 
questions were selected over the other items in section E8 because 
they addressed behavior typically indicative of long term career 
commitment to the Navy and to the community. They were analyzed 
independently using the chi-square test for significant differences. 
The results are depicted in Tables 2/7 through 32. Additionally, item 
I.l. of the questionnaire was selected to indicate the intensity of 


the officer's desire to continue his/her career as a naval officer 
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until eligible for retirement. This item is of the eight point Likert 
scale design which was analyzed using the analysis of variance test 
for significant differences. The results of this analysis are 
depicted in Table 33. 

There was no significant difference found between the male 
surface Warfare Officers and the female Surface Warfare Officers 
regarding the decision to make the Navy a career. Only 42.5 percent 
of the male respondents and 32.7 percent of the female respondents 
indicated a commitment to making the Navy a career. Of the total 
number of participants, male and female, 62.7 percent were either 
undecided or had decided not to continue their naval careers. This 
may be a result of the fact that 92 percent of the participants were 
of the rank of lieutenant or below. Siverling (1983) had found 
Similar results in his observation that junior officers were less 
committed than the more senior officers to their careers in the Navy 
and to achievement of command at sea. 

The results of item I.1. also support this finding (Table 33). 
Although there was no significant difference between the responses of 
the genders, the levels of commitment indicated were quite low. The 
means of the scores ranged from 3.4783 (male) to 4.1091 (female). 
These means correspond to the following levels of commitment: 


10.0 - 24.9% I am confident that I will not continue my Navy 
career until I can retire. 


25.0 - 49.9% I probably will not continue in the Navy until I 
am eligible for retirement. 
Comments from female respondents who were seriously considering 


resigning from the naval service cited dissatisfaction with career 


opportunities, limited sea time, and career restrictions because of 
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their sex as reasons for their decisions. 

Similarly, only 33.3 percent of the female Surface Warfare 
Officers surveyed have decided to remain in the surface warfare 
community as compared to 43.5 percent of their male counterparts 
(Table 28). Most of the females were undecided (48.12%) and only 10 
percent of the females had made the decision to change designator. 
This is a lower percentage, although not significantly so, than the 
males, of which 43.5 percent had decided to change designator. 

ourprisingly, there was no significant difference between the 
genders regarding the decision to complete surface warfare command 
qualification (p = 0.1273), however, there was a significant 
difference between male and female responses regarding the decision to 
strive for command at sea (p = 0.0207). Thirty-seven percent of the 
female respondents had decided to complete command qualification and 
31.5 percent had decided to strive for command at sea (Tables 29 and 
30). In contrast, 53.3 percent of the males indicated they had 
decided to complete the qualifications for command and 52.2 percent 
had decided to strive for command at sea. 

There was no significant difference (p < 0.05) between males and 
females participating in this survey concerning their decision to 
strive for the rank of captain (0-6). However, the majority of the 
males (57.82) but only 37 percent of the females had decided to seek 
this promotion which indicates a substantial difference between 
genders if not statistically significant. Most of the females (46.32) 
were undecided. This compares with the results of a previous question 


regarding affective response (E10c) concerning the importance of the 
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desire to retire as an O-6 to remaining in on active duty beyond 
twenty years of service, in which the mean score for female Surface 
Warfare Officers was also "middle of the road' (3.0926). 

As one would surmise from the indecision regarding promotion to 
O-6, even more of the females (53.72) were undecided regarding the 
decision to seek promotion to flag rank (Table 32). Similarly, the 
majority of the males had decided not to strive for this rank or were 
undecided (47.8%). Although more men than women had decided to seek 


flag rank, the difference was not statistically significant. 


Table 27 
Cross-tabulation of Decision to Make Navy a Career (E8d) 
by Sex (A4) 
A4 
MALE FEMALE ROW 

I I I TOTAL 

ial? 66h I 

------- foe eens e cee 
NO heeeO hac il 14 
I I ees 7 

E8d anna a a + 
UNDECIDED I 21 I 29 JI 50 
I I I 49.0 

$------- f-n------ + 
HES 20 alee 1 38 
il iF 133 73 

pose nen fon + 
COLUMN 47 ae 102 
Ola, e461 So 100.0 
CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 


1.04999 Oreo 0 





Table 28 
Cross-tabulation of Decision 
by Sex (A4) 
A4 
MALE FEMALE 
i if I 
I JI I Z it 
ae $o------4+--------+ 
NO I 20751 18 I 
I i il 
focnce fo anna + 
UNDECIDED I ie 26 I 
E8e ii I it 
panna aa fanaa nn aH + 
VES I ime «6Cdl 10 I 
i if i 
fposan---- $----~-~- 
COLUMN 46 54 
TOTAL 46.0 54.0 
CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE 
2.47997 0.2894 
Table 29 


to Change Designator (E8e) 


ROW 
TOTAL 


38 
Dom” 


4] 
41.0 


zal 
alee) 


100 


LOGRO 


MISSING CASES 


Z 


Cross-tabulation of Decision to Complete 
Command Qualification (E8g) by Sex (A4) 


AG 
MALE FEMALE 
I I I 
il 1 I 2 I 
a foo - =f -- === ++ 
NO il ee IZ I 
I | il 
fon nan fonnna-= + 
E8e UNDECIDED I ROL 22. 
I i il 
fanaa $a------- + 
VES IL Zomes 20, i 
I I I 
pooaaaa- fucaa-n--- + 
COLUMN 45 54 
TOTAL 45.5 545 
CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE 
4.12301 0.1273 


ROW 
TOTAL 


23 
Bee 


oy 
3225 


44 
44.4 


BS 
100.0 


HiSo ING CASES 


S) 


83 





Table 30 


Cross-tabulation of Decision to Strive for 
Command at Sea (E8n) by Sex (A4) 


A4 
MALE FEMALE ROW 
I I tera 
a ] I 2 I 
------- fanaa pon 
NO I ep 15 It 29 
E8n i i} hBe29 26 
fos----- fanaa e EF 
UNDECIDED ii 7 I 22 I 29 
ii I I 29.6 
{55a fons + 
YES I Poel it Ly i 40 
I I ee) 2c 
fonaaaa- $------~- + 
COLUMN 44 54 98 
TOTAL °“4ar9 po. 100.0 
CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 
isa 0.0207 4 
Table 3l 


Cross-tabulation of Decision to Strive 
for Captain (E80) by Sex (A4) 


A4 
MALE FEMALE ROW 

ik ii I TOTAL 

el ee iH 

—------ -------4---~-----+ 
NO io L-~ 9 1s 
ii ii Pale 

E80 $-- $-------- + 

UNDECIDED I Pil 2 30 
I ii orc 

+------- 4-—------- + 
YES I Do 20 ae 46 
I I One 

$----——— $-------- r 
COLUMN 45 54 99 
TOTAL 45.5 54.5 100.0 


CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 
4.39018 Oma 5) 
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fable 32 


Cross-tabulation of Decision to Strive 
for Flag Rank (E8p) by Sex (A4) 


AG 
MALE FEMALE ROW 

il I OA Le 

I i! i 2 i 

------- fo f+ 
NO I 8 I 1S it va 
i il eye 

fosa- nH $-------- + 
E8p UNDECIDED if: 18 I 29 I 47 
I I aye 

$------- $-------- + 
YES I 19 I Wy I OL 
I a gS sled 

peaaann- $-------- 4: 
COLUMN cee) 54 99 
TOTAL a5e5 54 100.0 

CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE MISSING CASES 
ASOD tS 0.1020 3 
Table 33 


Career Intentions 


Question Il] How certain are you that you will continue an active 
Navy career at least until you are eligible to retire. 








LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SO 
MALE 46 3.4783 1.9407 169.4783 
FEMALE 55 4.1091 1.8224 179.3455 
WITHIN 107 3.8218 1.8771. 348 .8237 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Be MEAN is SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 9.9684 i 9.9684 Zeo2d O09 57 


WITHIN 348.8237 99 3ED235 








S6 
Career Perceptions. The survey items presented in Tables 34 
through 79 are perhaps the most important items in determining how 
Surface Warfare Officers perceive their careers. These items 
represent the areas which best describe the overall picture of an 
officer's career and may offer explanations for responses previously 
discussed in the other categories. Each item was of the Likert scale 
design and analyzed using the analysis of variance test for 
significant differences. 

An influential figure in the career of a Surface Warfare Officer 
is his/her detailer since it is the detailer that often has the most 
impact on the futures of naval officers. Both male and female Surface 
Warfare Officers agreed that detailers were quite knowledgeable of 
current policy trends, of billets available and of the requirements of 
the billets (Table 34). However, there was less agreement regarding 
how well the detailers represent the best interests of the officer (p 
= 0.0501) and in the evaluation of detailer behavior (p = 0.0074). 
Women Surface Warfare Officers expressed a more favorable evaluation 


of detailer behavior (mean = 4.6900) than did their male counterparts 


i 


(mean = 3.8226). Likewise, female respondents were more positive 
(mean = 4.5271) than the male respondents (mean = 3.8077) in their 
evaluation of how well their detailer represents them and their best 
interests. These two areas of the detailing process, however, were 
rated lower than was detailer knowledge by both males and females. 
There was a tendency for genders to agree that some department 


head billets better prepare a naval officer for command than others 


(Table 70). Of the department head sea assignments listed in question 


. 


i 
ry 
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E9a, there was a difference in the ranking of types of department head 


billets between male and female Surface Warfare Officers. Male 


surface Warfare Officers considered assignment as operations 
department head (mean = 6.045) as most career enhancing followed 
closely by assignment as weapons department head (mean = 6.022). The 
job as Chief Engineer was considered only a moderately positive (mean 
Pwo) contributor to the malle Surface Warfare Officer's career. 
This evaluation reflects the findings of Morrison (1983) in his 
interviews of male Surface Warfare Officers that the best assignments 
for junior and mid-grade officers are in operations, weapons, combat 
systems and as first lieutenant and that the assignments perceived as 
posing ‘major career problems (p. 7)" were those in engineering. In 
contrast, female Surface Warfare Officers in this study perceive that 
assignment as engineering department head is the most career enhancing 
department head billet (mean = 6.2909). This is significantly higher 
than their male counterparts (p = 0.0000). Like the males, assignment 
as weapons department head was viewed as the next most positive 
contributor to a surface warfare career (mean = 6.2564). Operations 
was ranked last by the females although it was still considered to be 
a substantially positive assignment (mean = Om4s1 ie 

Both males and females agreed that assignment as a department 
head on board a cruiser or destroyer, regardless of department, was 
substantially more career enhancing than other ship types (Table 40). 
There was a significant difference between responses of genders 
regarding the potential contribution of assignment as department head 


on board an amphibious ship toward a surface warfare career (p = 
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0.0177) with females expressing a much more positive view of this type 


of shipboard duty. 


Of the executive officer billets, executive officer assignment on 
board a cruiser or destroyer was ranked higher than similar assignment 
on board an auxiliary or naval reserve force ship as anticipated. 
Females were significantly more positive toward executive officer 
assignment on board an auxiliary (p = 0.0191) and on board a naval 
reserve force ship (p = 0.0434) than the males. 

secreting officer billets on board an AE or a destroyer were 
evaluated favorably by both male and female Surface Warfare Officers 
as waS assignment as flag aide afloat (Tables 47 and 48). 

Most shore duty assignments were considered positive contributors 
to a surface warfare career. Females ranked assignment as shore 
support unit (OIC), SWOS Basic instructor duty, NAVSEA duty, service 
college assignment, and overseas staff duty (EUROPG) significantly 
more favorably than did the male Surface Warfare Officers. Both 
genders considered recruiting duty as the least favorable (Table 59). 
Attendance at Naval Postgraduate School was considered the most career 
enhancing shore assignment by both males and females (Tables 61 and 
76) although there was some uncertainty regarding the effect that 
leaving the surface warfare specialty area for any reason, including 
attendance at Naval Postgraduate School, would have on the officer's 
career (Table 77), with females significantly less certain (p= 0.0296) 
than the males. Both males and females evaluated the development of a 
subspecialty and attendance at a war college as important to their 


Navy careers (Tables 78 and 79). 





| 
: 
| 
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Promotion opportunities in the surface community were viewed as 


‘slightly less than in other communities by both genders (mean of the 


males = 3.5217; mean of the females = 3.2778). Visibility was 
recognized as important to a successful career by both genders (Table 
69). Additionally, superb performance was ranked as the most 
important factor for promotion to flag rank by males (mean = 4.7111) 
and females (mean = 4.7500). However, having the right contacts and 
"punching the right tickets" were also considered important. 

In nearly all of the data, the responses of the female Surface 
Warfare Officers exhibited a greater dispersion of responses than did 
the male respondents. 

There was a significant difference between the abilities of male 
and female Surface Warfare Officers to plan their careers because of 
the uncertainty of the career paths (p = 0.0018). Where male Surface 
Warfare Officers indicated having a clear idea of their career path 
from five to eight years ahead (mean = 2.7872), the career path of the 
female Surface Warfare Officer is only clear from one to four years 
ahead (mean = 2.1818). Additionally, there was greater agreement 
among the females than among the males concerning their responses to 
this question, indicating a consensus of opinion regarding the lack of 
clarity in the career path. 

The most revealing data regarding the career perceptions of 
female Surface Warfare Officers in comparison to their male 
counterparts resulted from the evaluation of the attractiveness of the 
surface warfare career path (Table 66). Where the male Surface 


Warfare Officers viewed their career path in the surface community as 
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generally neutral (mean = 4.000), female Surface Warfare Officers 
tended to-rate their career paths aS unattractive (mean = 3.1818). 


The difference between genders on this issue was significant (p = 


weOl7sS). 


labbe 34 


Perception of Detailer Knowledge 


Questions Evaluate detailer in the following ares: 
Dilla Knowledge of current policy trends 
Dllb Knowledge of which billets are available 


Dllc Knowledge of requirements and duties of available 


billets. 
Composite Results 
LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUMO nou 
MALE Cy, 4.7658 1.1676 49.0811 
FEMALE 45 4.8481] 1.5092 100.2123 
WITHIN 82 4.8110 1.3661 149.2934 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE SUM OF Dak MEAN *&F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN On 32z6 ] 0.1378 0.0738 0.7865 


WITHIN 149.2934 80 1.8662 








9] 
Table 35 


Perception of Detailer Behavior 


Questions Evaluate detailer in the following areas: 
Dllf §$Returns telephone calls 
Dllg Shares information 
Dilh Knowledgeable of previous communication 
Dllm Responds to correspondence 


Diln Availability 


Composite Results 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUC Ga 
MALE a Seco e509 O10 8 
FEMALE 45 4.6900 eee) IOOEo 712 
WITHIN 84 4.2873 1.4438 LOR a2 2 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF DEE MEAN ie SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 


BETWEEN Seale ] [Say 7.5401 0.0074 


WITHIN 17 ORS 22 82 2.0845 
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lable 36 


Perception of How Well Detailer Represents Officer 


Questions Evaluate detailer in the following areas: 
Dlli What (s)he says can be trusted. 
Dllj Looks out for my best interest. 
Dllk Listens to my problems, desires, etc. 


D111 Provides useful career counseling. 


Composite Results 


LABEL CASES MEAN ane DEV OUM OF SQ 
MALE 39 Onoer 1.5684 93.4744 
FEMALE 43 4.5271 1.69338 120.4961 
WITHIN 82 4.1850 1.6354 Ze 10> 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dek. MEAN inh SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 10.5854 ] 10.5854 Je 0.0501 


WITHIN Ze 70> 80 2.6746 





ee 


— 
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teaible oY 


Potential Contribution of Department Head - Weapons (E9al) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 45 Onu2z22Z i0533 46.9778 
FEMALE 39 6.2564 1.4818 Cseas Do 
WITHIN 84 e310 iz011 $30..4137 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF DEE MEAN Ie SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 1.1458 1 1.1458 0.7205 0.3985 
WITHIN 130.4137 82 1.5904 
Table 38 


Potential Contribution of Department Head -— Engineering (E91b) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 45 eed | 1.4713 95.2444 
FEMALE 55 6.2909 1.3006 91.3455 
WITHIN 100 5.9400 1.3798 186.5899 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dee. MEAN Ie SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN £50501 li 15.0501 7.9046 0.0060 


WITHIN 186.5899 98 1.9040 
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Table 39 


Potential Contribution of Department Head - Operations (E9a3) 


LABEL CASES MEAN oTD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 44 6.0455 130333 45.9091 
FEMALE 54 6.1481 1.0345 56.8148 
WITHIN 98 6.1020 1.0354 OZ of Zoe 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Deen MEAN I SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN Onz557 1 OZ 5a Onzeee 0.6261 
WITHIN LOZ 2S 96 L008 
Table 40 


Potential Contribution of Department Head - CRUDES (E9a4) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM _OF SQ 
MALE 45 Ome Td eo 70.4444 
FEMALE ou 6.2432 LeDoo7 90.8108 
WITHIN 82 O27 1.4198 lois 3 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Del. MEAN is SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.3545 1 0.3545 Only 59 0.67/61 


WITHIN ili 5)3 80 Z Ol? 





oe) 
Table 41 


Potential Contribution of Department Head - AMPHIB (E9a5) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 45 4.6000 1.4523 O27 CC0 
Beta LE 36 5.4167 1.5743 86.7500 
WITHIN 81 4.9630 1.5076 179.5500 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF D.F. MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 13.3389 l 13.3389 5.8690 0.0177 
WITHIN 179.5500 719 Dee 
Table 42 


Potential Contribution of Department Head - Service (E9a6) 


LABEL CASES MEAN OTD DEV OUM OF SQ 
MALE 44 4.4545 1.2842 7033091 
FEMALE 47 5.0426 1.6905 129.9149 
WITHIN 91 4.7582 S02 e 200.8240 
GROUPS j 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF rales MEAN Is SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN ToD 13 ] 1.8515 3.4822 0.0653 


WITHIN 200.8240 89 2.2564 
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Table 43 


Potential Contribution of XO -— CRUDES (E9a7) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUMEO RS 
MALE 45 6.0667 132136 64.8000 

FEMALE 7 6.4054 P26 Soma 

WITHIN 82 6.2195 1.3862 153.7168 

GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF DPE’. MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 2.3299 l 2.3299 L225 0.274] 
WITHIN Loo.7 leg 80 1.9215 
Table 44 


Potential Contribution of XO — NONCRUDES (E9a8) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV OUM OF $ 
MALE 45 Dae 2. 1.4284 89.7778 
FEMALE 48 Dee gZ 1.6176 eae 
WITHIN 23 SorZ9 1.3230 2 509 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF DEE. MEAN Fe SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 133070 | 13.3076 >.6919 O2019 | 


WITHIN ZA Oo a 1, OY 18) 9) 
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Table 45 


Potential Contribution of XO -— NRF (E9a9) 


LABEL CASES MEAN oTD DEV SUNZOE 50 
MALE 44 4.4773 L3205 14507) 3 
FEMALE 40 Br L7 oe vor ore OU 
WITHIN 84 4.8095 1.5569 Jom oo 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dei. MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 10.2001 l 10.2001 4.2083 0.0434 
WITHIN 198.7523 82 2.4238 
Table 46 


Potential Contribution of CO -— AE (9Eal0) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 45 Siok 1.4589 93.6444 
FEMALE 35) Soo? | 1.6828 TGmeos/ 
WITHIN 80 Deo 1.5604 , 169.9302 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Darke. MEAN Ie SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 5.8698 1 5.8698 2.4106 0.1246 


WITHIN 18959302 78 2.4350 
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Table 47 


Potential Contribution of CO -— DD (E9all) 


LABEL CASES MEAN 31D DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 43 6.4651 0.8823 32 0977 
FEMALE 35 6.5429 1.4213 68.6857 
WITHIN 78 6.5000 eo S0 101.3834 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF De Bes MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN O- 1166 1 0.1166 0.0874 027683 
WITHIN 101.3834 76 i334 
Table 48 


Potential Contribution of Flag Aide Afloat (E9al2) 


LABEL CASES MEAN oTD DEV SUM OF S 
MALE 43 Ja20 om oe! 74,6512 

FEMALE 530 5.4600 1.6189 128.4200 

WITHIN oS DCS 1.4938 20S a7 IkZ 

GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dit: MEAN In SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.7568 ] 0.7568 O25 1 0.5618 


WITHIN Ze 07 lz 91 22 Sib 
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Table 49 


Potential Contribution of Shore Support Unit - OIC (E9b1) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 45 4.7778 SSS Se 
FEMALE 35 DeeZ20S 1.1893 Tee 
WITHIN 98 5.0714 1.1607 129.3249 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Bie MEAN Io SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN (eon 1 (ie >t Deol oZ O20752 
WITHIN 129.3249 96 1.3471 
Table 50 


Potential Contribution of Flag Aide Ashore (E9b2) 


LABEL CASES MEAN olD DEV OUM OF $ 
MALE 44 ZU eo 76.2500 

FEMALE 55 eee Lo2ou 99.7455 

WITHIN 99 ogee 1.3470 17/3) SEN JS)s. 

GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF ee MEAN FE SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 1.6409 } 1.6409 0.9044 0.3440 


WITHIN iia) oF 1.8144 
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Table 5l 


Potential Contribution of SWOS Basic Instructor Duty (E9b3) 


LABEL CASES MEAN S UDB DEV. SUM OF SQ 
MALE 46 4.4348 1.1861 63.3043 

FEMALE 55 3.0545 1 497 108 .8364 

WITHIN 101 Cae Les i86 172.1407 

GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Det. MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 9.6217 ] 9.6217 Die 35) 0.0206 
WITHIN 172.1407 99 av sss 
Table 52 


Potential Contribution of Naval Academy Instructor Duty (E9b4) 


LABEL CASES MEAN SIeDEV OUM OF S$ 
MALE 45 4.8000 10935 53.2000 

FEMALE a» 5.0182 1.4968 1205 961c 

WITHIN 100 4.9200 3552) 174.1818 

GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dak. MEAN Fr SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN LZ ] 1.1762 0.6629 0.4175 


WITHIN 174.1818 98 1.7774 
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Table 53 


Potential Contribution of NROTC Instructor Duty (E9b5) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUMEOL ES 
MALE 45 4.5333 1.1794 61.2000 
FEMALE 35 4.7091 Pon 141.3455 
WITHIN 100 4.6300 1.4376 202.5455 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dae MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.7645 l 0.7645 0.3699 0.5445 
WITHIN ZO2GD45> 98 2.0668 
Table 54 


Potential Contribution of OCS Instructor Duty (E9b6) 


LABEL CASES MEAN oTD DEV SUM OF $ 
MALE 45 4.1778 0.8865 34.5778 
FEMALE 35 4.4364 1.5247 i722 /3 
WITHIN 100 4.3200 PaZno?d. -4 FOOR1 051 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Det’. MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 1.6549 l 1.6549 E0150 C3107 


WITHIN 160.1051 98 E6027, 
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Table 55 


- Potential Contribution of Detailer Duty (E9b7) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM CSS 
MALE 46 4.6957 eae 69.7 ol 
FEMALE 35 4.8727 1.6336 144.1091 
WITHIN 101 4.7921 1.5369 233.8482 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SOURCE SUM OF DE. MEAN iE SIGNIFICANCE 

SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.7854 1 0.7854 O53225 Or 5055 
WITHIN 233.8482 oe Zoo 

Table 56 


Potential Contribution of Washington Duty - OPNAV (E9b8) 


LABEL CASES MEAN oTD DEV SUM OF $ 
MALE 45 Soe 0996 536.2000 
FEMALE 5 DOUG 1.2426 83.3818 
WITHIN 100 5.6700 lous 136.5818 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE SUM OF Dak. MEAN iB SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN Voa2ze2 ] Vo bed 1.0965 0.2976 


WITHIN Ono ots 98 eS) 
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Table 57 


Potential Contribution of Washington Duty - NAVSEA (E9b9) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 45 Seale etc 52.4444 
FEMALE aD aeeels Leo 5 7 FOROS 
WITHIN 100 5.3700 Delos 125.8263 
GROUPS : 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dek. MEAN iB SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 5.4837 it 5.4837 4.2710 0.0414 
WITHIN 125.8263 98 1.2839 
Table 58 


Potential Contribution of Major Shore Staff Duty (E9b10) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF S$ 
MALE 45 Sele leh ee eS 62.4444 

FEMALE 5 5.47/27 1.2149 79.7091 

WITHIN 100 Sisko 1.2044 . 142.1535 

GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE oUM OF De. MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN \ 3.2365 I 3.2365 2 Zo 0.1385 


WITHIN 4 2. 535 98 1.4505 
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Table 59 


Potential Contribution of Recruiting Duty (E9b11) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 46 3.6739 1.0552 50.1087 
FEMALE 55 3.8909 1.9877 213.3455 
WITHIN 101 3.7921 1.6313 263.4542 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Digalieg MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 1.1795 l 1.1795 0.4432 0.5071 
WITHIN DOS e442 99 2.06012 
Table 60 


Potential Contribution of Training Command (Enlisted) Duty (E9b12) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 44 3 200 0.8660 32.2500 
FEMALE 25 3.9455 1.6034 138.8364 
WITHIN ae 3.8586 Zo 171.0864 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dee. MEAN r SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.9338 1 Orgoa0 O2a205 0.4686 


WITHIN 171.0864 97 1. 7638 
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Table 61 


Potential Contribution of Naval PG School - Student (E9b13) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUPSOR NSO 
MALE 45 Se 33 1.0090 44.8000 
FEMALE 54 6. Leak. OfeeoSS 
WITHIN 99 5.9394 OZ Ll So 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Die. MEAN I SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 3 9930 il 339030 3.0303 0.0849 
WITHIN 2.1333 97 121569 
Table 62 


Potential Contribution of Service College (E9b14) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 45 5.2444 Oseso eal TT 
FEMALE 5D 6 .0000 LaESo 70.0000 
WITHIN 100 > .6600 LOS 104.3111 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF DEE MEAN EB SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 14.1289 ] 14.1289 13.274] 0.0004 


WITHIN 104.3111 98 1.0644 
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Table 63 


Potentjal Contribution of Overseas Staff Duty -— WESTPAC (E9b15) 





LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF S 
MALE 45 5.2889 0.9914 43.2444 
FEMALE 55 5.6182 1.1625 72.9818 
WITHIN 100 5.4700 1.0890 116.2263 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SOURCE SUM OF Date MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 

SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 20657 l 2.6837 2.26029 0.1357 
WITHIN 116.2263 98 1.1860 

Table 64 


Potential Contribution of Overseas Staff Duty -— EUROPG (E9b16) 


LABEL CASES MEAN oTD DEV SUM OFS 
MALE 44 3. 1oon Os7567) 37.8864 
FEMALE 35 5.6545 1.1741 74.4364 
WITHIN ee 5.4343 oro WE2eoe2 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE SUM “OF DoF . MEAN KF SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 6.0005 ] 6.0005 5.1819 C2020 


WITHIN ee 7 97 1.1580 
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Table 65 


Clear Idea of Career Path (E17) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF S 
MALE 47 2.7872 1.1598 O16.8723 
FEMALE 55 2.1818 0.7224 28.1818 
WITHIN 102 2.4608 0.9490 90.0542 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SOURCE SUM OF D.F. MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 

SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 9.2890 l 9.2890 10.3149 0.0018 
WITHIN 90.0542 100 0.9005 

Table 66 


Attractiveness of SWO Career Path 


LABEL CASES MEAN oTD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 47 4.0000 1.8415 156.0000 
FEMALE 2» Sols 1.5880 136.1818 
WITHIN 102 Soe Pees TION ONG 
GROUPS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE SUM OF De ae MEAN SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 16.9652 H 16.9652 C2017 
WITHIN 292.1618 100 Zoe 
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Perception of Promotions 
Questions F3. My community has a higher rate of promotion for 
senior officers than the other Navy communities. 


FG My community tries to take care of its own in regard 
to promotions. 


Composite Results 


LABEL CASES MEAN OTD DEV SUEBOL > 
MALE 46 Pee lr 1.1400 58.4783 
FEMALE 54 S16 e019 O79 Gzss 
WITHIN 100 SeeslOlG ez oU2 148.3116 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dine. MEAN E SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 1.4784 1 1.4784 0.9769 0.3254 


WITHIN 148.3116 98 1.5134 
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Table 68 
Perceptions of the "Old Boy" Network 
Questions F5 It is almost essential for me to be sponsored by 
someone senior if I want to advance in the Navy. 


F7 My community uses an “old boy" (informal) network to 
keep tabs on officers for the best assignments. 


Composite Results 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 46 4.2826 el oU9 63.8261 
FEMALE 54 4.2685 1.1398 68.8565 
WITHIN 100 4.2750 1.1636 132.6826 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dat. MEAN In SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.0049 ] 0.0049 0.0036 O20 520 


WITHIN 132.0870 98 Pro 
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Table 69 


Perception of Importance of Visibility (F20) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SURO. 
MALE 46 Dio | Pa ae 82.3696 
FEMALE 54 Ona Wes Zi LOies 333 
WITHIN 100 5.2300 1.3691 183./029 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dak, MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.0071 l 0.0071 0.0038 0.9510 
WITHIN 183.7029 98 leeia5 
Table 70 


Perception of Significance of Department Head Billets (F27) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF S 
MALE 46 rec dene Llolsi 11728201 
FEMALE 54 3.4074 1.4078 LOpn0 370 
WITHIN 100 3.3200 1.5080 2220031 
GROUPS 


- ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUMSOF Doh. MEAN rs SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.8969 I 0.8969 0.3944 Gest) 


WITHIN Leo | 98 2.2741 





Table 71 


Importance of High Specialization to Making'Flag Rank (F32) 


LABEL CASES MEAN OTD DEV OUM OF SQ 
MALE 44 3.0455 0.8056 Zi2007 | 
FEMALE 52 an 0709 Oe7883 Simoes 
WITHIN 96 3.0625 Or o3 59.6014 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE OUM OF Det’. MEAN ty SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.0236 ] 0.0236 O03 2 0.8474 
WITHIN 59.6014 94 0.6341 
Table 72 


Importance of Generalizing to Making Flag Rank (F32b) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV OUM OF SQ 
MALE 44 3.1818 0.9468 38.. 455 
FEMALE 32 Sel Omy232 Zomow 31 
WITHIN 96 oF Loe 0.8330 Oo, 2165 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Di. MEAN Ie SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.0211 ] 0.0211 020303 0.8621 


WITHIN O5E21S5 94 0.6938 
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Table 73 


Importance of Superb Performance to Making Flag Rank (F32c) 


LABEL CASES MEAN SD) DEV ouM OF S 
MALE 45 4.7111 0.6949 21.2444 

FEMALE By 4.7500 Oa eo9 iv. / 500 

WITHIN a7 4.7320 0.6407 38.9944 

GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Da. MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.0365 1 0.0365 0.0889 0.7663 
WITHIN 38.9944 95 0.4105 
Table 74 


Importance of Right Contacts for Making Flag Rank (F32d) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 44 4.2273 0.7428 23273 
FEMALE ae SZ Mek 0.8004 32.6731 
WITHIN 96 4.2188 0.7746 56.4003 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Der. MEAN fe SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.0059 ] 0.0059 0.0098 eee 


WITHIN 56.4003 94 0.6000 





jes’ 
Table 75 


Importance of "Punching the Right Tickets" to Making Flag Rank (F32e) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV OUM OF SQ 
MALE 45 4.5333 0.5477 13.2000 
FEMALE 22 4.5962 0.5691 6, oni 2 
WITHIN 97 4.5670 O72575 Zoe ee 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF D.F. MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.0952 J) 0.0952 0.3043 OP5e25 
WITHIN 29.7192 95 0.3128 
Table 76 


Perception of Importance of Postgraduate Degree to Promotion (H9) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 45 2290-78 0.9883 42.9778 
FEMALE 25 Dee? 3 bs én 709 | 
WITHIN 100 3.9500 POS 118.6869 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF or. MEAN Pp SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 0.0631 l 0.0631 0.0521 Ose199 


WITHIN 118.6869 98 Pea 
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Table 7/7 


Perception of Impact of Leaving SWO Community (H11) 


LABEL CASES MEAN oTD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 46 3.2826 less Soea2e1 
FEMALE 32 3.001 1.4691 116.5455 
WITHIN 101 3.6238 1.4209 tO ole 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dee. MEAN i SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN 9.8314 zt oOo oe 4.8697 0.0296 
WITHIN SIS) ste MS. 299 2.0189 
Table 78 


Importance of Subspecialty to Navy Career (H12) 


LABEL CASES MEAN STD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 46 S201 he Zalkadl 66.1087 
FEMALE 2 Deao4 D 1.1421 70.4364 
WITHIN £01 20287 | 1.1744 13695451 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dre MEAN Is SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 
BETWEEN Omi282 ] 0.1282 020920 0.7611 


WITHIN 136.5451 99 dees 7 2 
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Table 79 


Importance of Attending War College to Career (H15) 


LABEL CASES MEAN SLD DEV SUM OF SQ 
MALE 46 Zoo | 1.1960 64.3696 
FEMALE 34 4.9074 1.3909 O25 3hO 
WITHIN 100 5.0600 se, 166.9066 
GROUPS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 


SOURCE SUM OF Dewi MEAN Is SIGNIFICANCE 
SQUARES SQUARE 

BETWEEN 2.7334 ] 2.fooe 1.6049 0.2082 

WITHIN 166.9066 98 1 OS 


summary of Results 


In general, both male and female Surface Warfare Officers are 
satisfied with their current careers, occupations, locations and with 
the organization as a whole. Female Surface Warfare Officers are 
Significantly less satisfied with the quality and quantity of liberty 
ports than male Surface Warfare Officers and evaluated their present 
tour, in terms of command, ship and duties, significantly less 
favorably than did the males. 

The female Surface Warfare Officers responded significantly more 
favorably to sea duty than did their male counterparts. In addition 
to sea duty, the female respondents viewed shore duty, possibility of 


geographic changes with assignment changes and retirement benefits as 
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positive aspects of a naval career. Family separation, satisfaction 
with esprit de corps, and unaccompanied, overseas assignments were 
evaluated least favorably by officers of both genders. 

Opportunity for rewarding assignments and enjoyment of naval 
service were ranked as the most important determinants for females and 
for males for remaining on active duty after they are eligible to 
retire. Desire to retire as an 0-6 was considered by female Surface 
Warfare Officers as least important to retention beyond the eligible 
retirement date. Opportunity for civilian employment was considered 
least important for male respondents. 

Most of the female respondents were undecided regarding the 
decisions to make the Navy a career and to seek a designator change 
from the surface warfare community. There was a significant 
difference between the responses of males and females regarding the 
decision to strive for command at sea, with statistically fewer 
females committing to this career option than males. Indecision also 
dominated the decisions of female Surface Warfare Officers to seek 
promotions to the rank of captain and to flag rank. 

Concerning the career perceptions of female Surface Warfare 
Officers, the female respondents viewed their career paths as 
unattractive and indicated that the career path was unclear beyond 
four years as compared with five to seven years for male Surface 
Warfare Officers. 

There was a tendency for the genders to agree that some 
department head billets better prepare an officer for command than 


others. However, the perception of which department head billets are 





Ey 
more career enhancing varied with sex. Where male Surface Warfare 
Officers ranked operations department head as most career enhancing 
and chief engineer as least career enhancing, female Surface Warfare 
Officers viewed chief engineer as the most positive contributor to a 
surface warfare career and operations the least favorable. Female 
surface Warfare Officers rated all sea duty assignments as favorable 
and rated department head on board an amphibious ship and executive 
officer on board an auxiliary or naval reserve force ship 
Significantly higher than did the males. Recruiting duty was ranked \ 
by males and females as the least career enhancing shore duty 
assignment. 

Other factors considered important to promotion opportunities for 
both genders included visibility, superb performance, ‘punching the 


right tickets", and having the right contacts. 
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS 


There are many Similarities between the career perceptions of 
male and female Surface Warfare Officers. However, there are also 
important differences which are cause for concern. Although these 
differences do not appear to impact on the present attitudes of female 
Surface Warfare Officers toward the Navy or alter their pride in or 
loyalty to the surface warfare community, these differences cause them 
to question the feasibility of a rewarding future as naval officers 
and in the surface warfare community. To this extent, the findings 
support the hypothesis. 

As evidenced by this study, female Surface Warfare Officers are 
as dedicated to their careers in the Navy and to their careers as 
surface Warfare Officers as their male counterparts. They are 
performing as well as, and often better than, the males. Eighty-three 
percent of the female respondents self-reported consistently top l 
percent fitness reports. The remaining 17 percent received no less 
than top 5 percent on every fitness report. 

In general, female Surface Warfare Officers are satisfied with 
their present careers, with their current occupations and with the 
Navy as an organization and evaluate most aspects of their past and 
present assignments favorably. 

The problem arises when female Surface Warfare Officers attempt 
to look forward to their futures in the surface warfare community. 


What they see is often confusing, unattractive and frustrating. The 





, 
career path is not clear beyond fours years ahead and this causes even 
ereater perplexity. As one female respondent commented: 

"My major source of dissatisfaction stems from the fact that I know of 


no one — not my detailer, my CO or my shipmates - who knows a thing 
about the female SWO career path, if there even is one”. 


Another commented that: 


"Since neither of the two ships I served on were under SURFLANT/PAC, 
my CO's and XO's have been submariners or pilots. Although they 
express interest, they have no knowledge of how the SWO progression 
works. Women SWO's are on their own". 

This frustration is compounded by the lack of senior female 
surface Warfare Officers available for role models. The most senior 
female surface line officer to date is a lieutenant commander. Since 
the beginning of the Women in Ships program in 1978, 129 female 1110's 
have changed their designator to 1100, General Unrestricted Line. 

Many of these women were the more senior female surface line officers 
who could have provided the much needed role model for today's junior 
officers. A large number of those who changed their designators did 
so because of the limited career opportunities. 

It is evident, from the analysis of the data and from the many 
comments offered by female Surface Warfare Officers, that the career 
paths of male and female Surface Warfare Officers are neither parallel 
nor equal as the Unrestricted Line Officer Career Planning Guidebook 
proclaims. There is no clear career path for female Surface Warfare 
Officers as evidenced by the many comments of survey participants and 
by the wide dispersion of responses to survey questions. The 


restrictions placed on women at sea do effect the way female Surface 
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Warfare Officers perceive their career path and limit their career 
options. 

Women Surface Warfare Officers want to go to sea. In fact, they 
are even more positive about sea duty than male Surface Warfare 
Officers. However, there is less opportunity to do so given the 
restrictions placed on their careers because of their gender. The 
types of ships available to women often preclude the opportunity for 
Significant at-sea experience and thus limit career opportunities for 
female Surface Warfare Officers. These limitations have prompted some 
women to consider other careers. 


"I entered the Navy to be at sea, significant sea time. Since I am 
unable to find this, I am seriously considering resigning". 


"For true job satisfaction, a broader base of ships that go to sea is 
needed. JI am thoroughly tired of wasting away at pier after pier”. 


"The only reason I am considering leaving the Navy is the fact that I 
am a women, being restricted to so few ship types. I am envious of my 
male counterparts. The long working hours and deployments don't bother 
me, but the limited opportunities do. It's hard to stay motivated and 
constantly push to be the best knowing that your career path is joke." 


"The so-called career path for female 111x's leads directly to a brick 
wall, and those with enough [fortitude] to scale that wall find 
themselves on a carousel of sub-standard billets. You show me any 
male SWO willing to spend his entire career on nothing but 
auxiliaries, and I'll show you a man who strives for and occasionally 
achieves, mediocrity." 


It is not surprising, therefore, that there is uncertainty among 
the female surface warfare community regarding their future career 


opportunities including command opportunity, although the Unrestricted 


Line Officer Career Planning Guidebook claims there is equal 
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opportunity for executive officer and commanding officer assignments. 
The limited number of executive officer and commanding officer billets 
at sea further contribute to a finding that the career paths of male 
and female Surface Warfare Officers are separate but not equal. As 
one respondent offered: 

"I find the limitations on female SWOs very frustrating, and they 
unfortunately color my feelings about staying in. I want command, but 
not of a tender..." 
Considering that command at sea should be the goal of every Surface 
Warfare Officer (Siverling, 1983; Holzbach, 1979; Unrestricted Line 
Officer Career Planning Guidebook), the differences between genders in 
the perception of the attainability of that goal becomes significant. 
Thus, female Surface Warfare Officers find themselves in a 
dichotomous situation. On the one hand, they are loyal, dedicated and 
competent Surface Warfare Officers committed to serving their country 
to the best of their abilities. Yet, on the other hand, they are 
shackled by career restrictions which limit the extent to which they 
can do so and thus prevent them from pursuing their careers to their 


fullest potential. 
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CHAPTER VI 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


Female Surface Warfare Officers represent the cream-of-the-crop 
of the surface community. The selection process is one which permits 
only the best performers to enter this challenging career. Therefore, 
it would behoove the Navy to address and abate the career concerns of 
these top performers before the realities of their limited career 
opportunities cause them to seek employment elsewhere. 

A problem cannot be solved until it is recognized as a problem. 
The Navy must admit that there are career inequalities within the 
surface force which are gender-based and that the career paths of 
female Surface Warfare Officers are neither equal nor parallel. To 
this extent, the Unrestricted Line Officer Career Planning Guidebook 
must be corrected to accurately and honestly reflect the limited 
career path of female 111X's. 

Additionally, the Navy should initiate the reevaluation of and 
eventual removal of the combat restrictions placed on women by Section 
6015 of Title 10, U.S. Code which prohibit women from serving on 
combatant ships. The Canadian Navy is currently undergoing such a 
study. The United States Coast Guard removed all its restrictions on 
asSignments, specialties, training, and command opportunity in 1978 
(Sadler, 1983). In the civilian population, barriers are falling 
routinely in many other dangerous, nontraditional occupations. In 
every arena, women have proven to be successful and often excel. 


However, as long as the provisions of Section 6015 exist, women 
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Surface Warfare Officers in the Navy will continue to be faced with 
the dilemna of continuing to underutilize their abilities in a 
limited, often indeterminate career path or resigning from the Navy. 
The Navy cannot not nor should not allow this to occur. 

Finally, it is recommended that further research be conducted 
regarding the career perceptions of female Surface Warfare Officers to 
identify more specific areas of concern within the female surface 


community. 
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Appendix A 


DEFINITION OF TERMS 


1100 General Unrestricted Line Officer; one 
which does not serve in any of the 
warfare communities. 

PiTO Fully qualified Surface Warfare 
Officer in the regular Navy (USN). 

ELS Fully qualified in Surface Warfare but 
a member of the reserves (USNR). 

1160 Surface Warfare Officer trainee, USN. 

ieeyes Surface Warfare Officer trainee, USNR. 

AD Destroyer tender. A ship whose 
purpose is to repair, support and 
otherwise "“tend'’ destroyers and other 
surface ships. 

AR Repair ship. 

ARS Salvage ship. 

AS Submarine tender. A ship whose 
purpose is to repair, support and 
otherwise "tend" submarines. 

AVT Aircraft landing trainer carrier. 

Billet Position or duties which an officer 


Chain of Command 


CRUDESGRU 


fi lies 


Organizational hierarchial structure 
of a ship or shore command (Figure A- 
Pe 


Cruiser —- Destroyer Group 

Designator A code signifying an area of 
expertise or specialty. 

Detailing Process by which officers are assigned 
to duty stations. 

DD Destroyers 





DOPMA 


Bane 


NROTC 


Preference Card 


split — totir 


Subspecialty 


Surface Warfare Officer 


TactvedlnActionsORiacer 


ol 


Defense Officer Personnel Management 
Act. Enacted in 1980 to equalize 
treatment of male and female 
commissioned officers by repealing all 
sections of the law which required 
separate appointment, promotion, 
accountability, and retirement. It 
did not repeal the combat exclusion 
policy of Section 6015, Title 10, 

Ue Sl Ge 


Fitness Report. Periodic, written 
evaluation of an officer's 
performance. 


Naval Reserve Officer's Training 
Center. 


system of communication between 
officer and detailer. Officer 
indicates duty assignment preference 
in terms of location, billet, type 
GUuey, .eker. 


The division of a normal tour of duty 

into two separate and different tours 

for the purpose of broadening a junior 
officer's experience or knowledge, 

for geographic co-location, etc. 


Area of interest or expertise 
developed by means of graduate 
education (P-code) or by repetitive 
shore tours/experience in a particular 
area, 


An officer who is qualified in the 
surface warfare specialty, who mans 
the ships of the Navy and whose goal 
is to command those ships. For the 
purpose of this paper, includes 
ourface Warfare Officer trainees. 
Abbreviated at times as "SWO". 


TAO. An officer in charge of the 
tactical combat scenario and to whom 
weapons release authority may be 
granted by the commanding officer. 
Also called an "evaluator". 
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Z-Gram Familiar term for a policy statement 
issued by Admiral Elmo Zumalt, Jr. 


during his term as Chief of Naval 
Operations. 


Figure A-l 


shipboard Chain of Command 


Department Department Department Department 
Head Head Head Head 
Division Division Division Division 
Officer Officer Officer Officer 
Division Division Division Division 


OPtTcer Officer Officer Officer 
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— a 4 C. PRESENT ASSIGNMENT 


= = “ — - = - . « ca 
=e es — ae == ee = 


1. My present tour is: 


© Sea © Shore 


2, When did you detach from your last assignment? 


© Less than 1 month ago. 

© 1 month, but less than 3 months ago. 
© 3months, but less than 6 months ago. 
© 6 months, but less than 9 months ago. 
© 9 months. but less than 1 year ago. 
© 1 year or more ago. 

© No reassignment. 


3. fy PRD ts: 


O. Less than 1 month from now. 

© 1 month, but less than 3 months from now. 
© 3 monihs, but less than 6 months from now. 
© 6 months, but less than 9 months from now. 
© 9 months. but less than 1 year from now. 

© 1 year or more from now. 

© Don't know. 


4, What is your evaluation of the following aspects of your present job and related duties? fark ane response for each item. 


Ver 
Negative oe 


mbeaben@e = oS... ee we ee 
. separation from family/friends. .......... 
Mose aroxtlls Gapiitics ... cw... we. 
. Working environment ...............0. 
meee or workrequired ............... 
MeGREPORESSUIG. 2 6. et ee et te 
MetesOMUNeS ye ks 
. Ability to plan and schedule activities 
eee em Ce eee ETN Ss. ao kk 
. sense of accomplishment. .........20... 
. Opportunity to grow professionally. ........ 
. Doing something important. ............ 
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©60000000000 
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. Overall. how do you evaluate this tour in terms of: 


Hiahly 
Favorable 


Favorable 


Unfavor- ' 
4 tf > 
able Neutral 
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ae . ASSIGNMENT PROCESS " 


1. How many months prior to your PRD to your current assignment did you submit a new preference card? . 


O 1 to 2 months © 5to6 months © $to10months © More than a year before PRD ‘by 

© 3to 4 months © 7 to 8 months © 1iio012months © None submitted a 

Wh 

2. When | completed my most recent preierence card |: " 


’ 


© Put down chcices | perscnally wanted, regardless of how they might affect my Navy career. “i 
Put down primarily what | wanteo, but tempered them a litile with wnat | inought would help my Navy career. if 


© Putoownchcices which | wanted. end | ielt the Navy would want me to have, because Navy requirements and my interests are aliké\,, 
© Put down cnoices which | thouant would heip my Navy career, but temoered with my Dersonal desires. ai 
© Put down choices which | thought would help my Navy career even thouch they weren't personally desirable. fi, 
© Did not compleie one. s 


3. Assess the acceptability of your current essianment in caomperison with whet w2s exoressed on your preference cerd: i. 


SUMO CUCM ne «sabe 
Des BIEL Geigag. 2 Vee 
c. Type Activity 





4. During my most recent trensfer, | w2s promised ong type of duty or duty station location; however, it a 


was changed in the orders | received beicre | transferred. im 

"4 

O No O Yes O Ws previous reassignment e 

- 

a 

5. With respect to your most recent transfer, cid your cetatler inform you that orders were being E 
forwarded, but they were not received in 2 timely fashion? ” 

4 

O No O Yes © No previous reassignment e 

4 

i 

6. Have you suomitied ¢ new preference cerd curing your current assignment? " 
ur 

O No O Yes * 


7. When did you begin the following ectivities in regard to your last reassignment? (Use the following scale to respond to items a through h).*\. 


4 
1) 


1. Systematically throughout my tour 5. 3to 6 months before my PRD 3 
2. More than 14 months before my PRD 6. Within 3 monihs before my PRD > 
3. 11 to 14 months before my PRD 7. | didn’t do this My 
4. 7 to 10 months before my PRD §. Not applicable ‘ 
SGORMeeMM@nGUmCetailel ........48...:...2-.- es Os © © © ® OO wee. 
b. Specifically seeking the advice of asenior officer... .....02.. oe © © ® © OO @G 1 
c. Specifically seeking the advice ofapeer............... Oo #4 © © © © © © = 
d. Discussing possible assignments with my spouse/family. ... . . oe @ © © ©.0 © 79 
peveoneieenme ciaices Of location ................... OF € DO © ©, © O @® ; 
f. Considering choices of types of billets................ on e€ © © © © © @& | 
g. Considering choices of types ofduty.............00.. Sew © © @© © © -—z. 
h. Contacting a placement officer... 2. ......0.....0404 OPFoy © © © © © we * 








8. What individual(s) did you use to intervene on your Denalf to obtain the assignment you wanted during 
your last reassignment 


If you had no previous assignment or used no one to intervene on your behall, 
please mark here —————> |O No previous assignment | end go to Question 9. 
fe No one 


a. My CO/XO/ISIC 


Used 
Individual 


Did Not Use 
Individual 


O 


2S 6) ee eee ee en tees et se h6hUmemmlmlCUlmUmUlC Ulm OUUmUmUlClCUCCCUCUCUCCOUUmUlUCUCOUUmUmUCUCOllClClCODlUlUlCOUUmUC UU OC 


b. CO/ISIC of the billet | warted 


O 


See eee eee 6 ee | Ue: Le UL lS eC ( CC 


Cc. A senior officer in my ciréct chain of command 
from my previous assignment 


d. A senior officer from ihe command of my desired 
assignment 


€. Asenior officer irom my command but not in the 
chain of command of either assignment 


e "6 —e  «@& —& «© Veg’ ke “oe 0 ~« « «6 


ft. Asenior officer from outside my community 


g. Other 





9. Which one of the foliowing statements best describes your experience in outzining your 
current assignment? 


© Havent been through reassignment. 

© Tended to run smoothly — my detailer located an acceptable billet relatively 
quickly. 

© Tended to run smoothly, but there was a certain amount of uncertainty and discussion 
with my detailer along the way. 


© Tended to be a very difficult. unhappy experience. However. | eventuaily received 
a satisiactory or acceptable assignment. 


© Tended to be a frustrating, anxiety-producing experience. Only through the intervention 
of senicr officers or extreme effort did | have any influence on the assignment | received. 


© Tended to be a completely hopeless situation. No amount of effort on my part or by 
others was Successiul in influencing the system. 


. How effective do you feel each of the following methods are for interacting with your detatler? 


Very ae ; oe Very 
Peeecate Ineffective So-So Effective Enea 


O O 










a. Preference Card 


b. Letter 


GC] TGISPMMCe ee oe ee ee. 


d. Personal visit 


é. Detailer field trip 
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Know lece 


eof current P Begs...) 
FNGWIECES Tagan 2).ciS are 
AVGNGUM, ee, ss 
KnOWwsEdCs OF }caquITements and nites of 
ees ka ew kk 
Knowledce of my ceteér ev ae: 
ee, 
KNOWIscSe Ci my peison al desires. ee 
PeuinS .ceppmeeecails, ...... 
Srares 7 CM, 2, re 
KOWwiesos2: le of trevigus communications 
Pamaiis peecee Seis CLIO. . . . ke. 
DUCKS CIN Gla Yoo cahcicsis. ......... 
Listens to my % roblom SC. Cestres, 
feeeoecio es ew wee. 
Provides uSe‘ul caree 
COUNSEIING, rae. ll 
Resoonds to corresporcence. .. 2... 
Pe ee 


Provides soit | career oO 


Clee Oe pUncreo =... .... eee 
Provides uUsSeiul CEresr Seri ng 
PeeeOeer SO itcKe............ 


12. Whish dstelier did vou eveiuzte? 


13. How many times have you spoken 


© Current ceiaiier 


Oz 
O 3 


io your current detailer? 


oo 


ere OOP) OOO ® Ce CO 


aN 
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Cri es 


=) WwW <7 
hs on : ce 
: oO 2 
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eS 
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© O © © 
e S O © 
Cmouwne © 
on in ox a 
Nee WS < = 
© O S & 
Comxe co oO 
© QO © © 
Ww o © 


Coe 
O C00 
OF@ ©06 © 


oo 


C7) 
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© Former cetailer 


14. lf you have eifences a deiatler field trip meeting in the last two years, townat extent: 


Did it provice clarijicetica of assignment 


Poleteee@mplaciices’. ........5...... 


Did it give oe an ¢ abana of officer 


Did it ae same erent problems 
you had? 


Was it conducted in an 6pen and honest 
manner? 


2S eee A Se OE UE elle elt UCC OCC 


Litile 


CeO 


CEOS GuOzere 


COO © 
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OOOO »O 
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or 1@ 























15. | cannot depend upon the detailing system to find a job that | want. 


Strongly : strongly 
Disagree ete Agree 


© © © © © O O 


16. Please indicate your degree of agreement with the below statements. Use the provided scale in answering the statements 
about the detailer who essigned you to your current command. 





1 2 3 4 5 6 7 a a 
Strongly es trongly Not | ey) 

Disagree ae Agres Assigned | a, 

| ae 

a. | was favorably impressed with the way | a 
my detailer handled our interactions... ..... QO ® © © ©) (© O © | re 

t am | 

b. My detailer tended to have a closed mind, and m 
thus | could not influence him/her... .....2.. O ® ©) © ©) © O © gf 

C. My detailer made a sincere eifort to meet e 
my needs or to explain why he/she couldnt... . @ ® © @ ©) ©) O @ ee 

_ \ 

d. The detailer located for me the best billet that i 
he/she could, given the circumstances. ..... ® }) © ©) 6) © O ® i 


7. \f you were-disappointed with the assignment you received, indicate your degree of agreement with the below statements. If you were i 
not disappointed, please mark here ——® © oma 
and go on to the next page. 7 


Strongly Renee Strongly Not 


Disagree Agree Assigned 


a. My detailer conveyed the news of my 
new assignment inacallous fashion. ..... . 


b. My detailer attempted to explain why 
the assignment was made 
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Betiniely . efinitely 
=. 
Do Not a Ag 
O © C : é % 
heey =e a ad noo? 
4. Bayou ice! the billgis you nave received reflected your expsricics ond 32s 
certormence? 
Bom ely Vefiqitely 
eh some Pat ae? 
Dd Vol U9 
: a = Y . 
5. What is your evaluation oi the foiswing espccis cf a havy cerssr? 
po 2 : s 5 
| ‘\oCennee Netra 
2. Continuity of detailers | | S é J > Q © 
5. Assignments received 7 2 7 y . @ © 
: a 
c. Uhange of assignments at | 
o-s year intervals . . 7 os a - 2) = Ss 
a Passiniht’ of chance of csoaren‘ic ocation 
mit esSichmet changes . < ee - oO 2 
e. Sea duty . 3 S e = = D 
f_ Shore dety. _ . Oo Se, - Dy J 
Q. Overseas assicnmme nts, 2¢¢ ompanied. | | oC © ¥ ) a s 
h. Overseas assicnmenis, uneccamypenicd .. | = 2 = o 2 =) 5 
em i. Commissary and exchange benefits = y oO 2) i, e 
Cw 
G6. lf you were to seek civilian employment, how prepered cre you 's 60 $9? 
eine: 
— Essentially Pre eves Feeastrally 
Unprepared Unpiepated Fresared 


© © 
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' Please indicate the relative apport unity of obtaining each of the following characteristics in the havy ait 
versus your expectations of obtaining them ina civilian career if you feit ine Revy Bs 


f rey ory pete a F ge, e 
Civitan Navy 
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Suns 2 ae aoe | ommene -'2 toes 
a i | 3 a | ; ! i aa : a. 
q. Interesting and challenging wcik oe ae =e © G \ =a Zz 
b. Ability to plan werk eS ] = Pe | (CO O J: ee | eA 
Meemouis oe) ee ae © © | Oe a8 
Geel warkstsSS .......--- - | « . | C O Cnn oe a 
pimeccom fombhassie.......----- © Seine SU CO © | C a 
f, Qwn initiatn ae © Curl ae ! © | © O |; © at 
Mugemecowences......---.--, © cna CUCU OO O ; © . 
h. Health pers! —..«.... Cee) OS car we a 
Meow © Cm? ae 1 O O | © | oy 
Mee O CO L Poa SS © CO: ae 
aesees ec fees Os... es O © | C | rae ;) we | O | a 
Mee coucine:s.. we ee] O © © Cees ar i, Oe eo i 
m. ecogaition a. eee ate O | OD ej © | C | om (oa | a 
n. Resoonsib i come | “J | O CO © Oa CG 1 2 Fe - 
0. Chance fer spouse to cevelop own | ! | | | i 
ee | O | SG | Sree: GO | O | oO | @ i 
moe o1 SupemuiS. ... ee Oil ae amore < = i 
| g. Retirement program. 2 ee et / Go | «© : OC | © | © eo oO 
r. Variety of assi gnmenits ee. Cy | See © O oO 
s Educationeheaportunities. 6... 1. Or aoe, & | O O O © ‘ 
“+ Promotional opeortunities .....-.... O me Oy, | «OO © © Oo ‘ 
W. Social raiationships. .. 2... ee ee O © | O | 2 Omi. © O ; 
Ueeeericics's Tanagement ....... O cme iy oO | O O : 
| | 
‘ 
9 Indicate what your cecisien wes, if ene hes been mace, for the following career ations. i 
‘ 
a 4 ‘ 
have ceciced 10: | es ¥ 
| i ‘ 
peOen eo ee O : © ae | : 
h Raquest Dent. Head School .... ~~. - eo oe O 
c RecuestPGSchool.......----- ; | © 2 © : 
| Dee bene caiel hs © © : 
2 Sek e designator change ‘rom S\v0 re © © . 
We el. ee ae O © ‘ 
qo. Camamie:s ioweli.) Cai meee CO iand@e,. ...- +. - | — | © © | 
b CMe@ecoccic Tf. ee» 4) Oo it 0 
| Reasest Scait cr Wer Colle3 ere vy. Seor 2. ee J i ee it ae | 
j Pi@main ce@eicmmiceny Stace... | 4 | O | yr Oo 4 
k. Accept a Wasnui.9n neesgus oon teh ial | O | oC - | O | 
\ |. Prepare for a career Muisice ihe avy en SE ag eee © O | o | 
m. Remain in the Navy beyond eligibie retirement Gzte . 2... © © ar. 
| y She OmeGiimantateca .... - O © Cc 
| 5 Stee ce... ae O O O | 
f p. Sirive ie WOME ee ee apne So © O | 
i q. Seek a designator change to Vialerial Professional. O © 2 | 
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11. Please indicate haw lmPORTANT each of the following areas ave to remaining in the Navy. 


, 

| : 

ar ee er a Cruise HOErty Cccp. 
Mme Orley pers .......... 

Pommemanc cues ............. 

| Geranwecsetclauon.........04.. 
ee 
Peeeeefecn cul stebiliv. .......«42~.~«; 

r Meese sciayy.. we el, 

, ho esuri ce 22.08 >. 

P i meeeert-a7 ice accomplishi cos 

j. Stetus of tre SWWO community in the Navy 

, 

| 


42. tev, 





glease incicels 


FO wo Bo wD 
CO 2) TT Cae Gare iG) he 


Merger 91 ChUiseiperity poris ...... 
Waray O1i:bDerty ports .. 2... 2. kk. 
Memeo cies ... 2... te ee 
pay Separation... .......048. 
mtement Densiits........0224. 
Pe esiicn Peopiity. .. . 1... ee 
eieeeeioly ss... wt le 
Meee CICS... ee el 
ecognition for accomplishmenis ... . 
catus ci the SWO community in ine Navy 


13. To whet extent do you think ebout lezving the Navy 
Prior to retirement? 


14. Teking everyihing into consideration, to what extent 
| will you make @ genuine effort to search for 
employment outside the Navy, within the next year? 
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15. If ihey hed to do it over again, to what extent do you think 
| most cf your ex-Kavy (now civilian} fricnds woula choose to 
leave the Navy prior to their retirement? 
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16. In general, how satisfied do you think your friends are wha have left the Havy for a civilian career? 
G 


© Very satisfie © Dissatisfied 
© Satisiied © Very dissaticfed 
© Indie satisfied nor dissatisfied 


17. Looking at a S\O0 career, for epproximetely haw meny years from now Co you have a relatively clear icea of vehat your carse 
aun (bilets, prametions, étc.) will be? 


© 9 to 12 years 
© 13 to 16 years 
© 1/ to 20 years 


C) 


Move ian 20 years 





18. How atlractive Soes eee eeseper Sein aopear to you? 
Very Unattractive Neutral Very Atuecive 
« fen £ {KS ere 
O © LS 2 DO 2 Ss 


19. li notified in eqvence haw would an overtour of up fa six seaths ba ressived cy you? 


any Ne 


Very 


OD 


ecatively heula Very Positively Dont Know 
© ® © 2 Oo © © 


SS 


20. If you are resigning from the Havy, do you plan to join the naval reserve? 
Co © Uncertain © Yes © Not apolicable 
21. lf you ére planning to resign from the iovy (or have submitted your letter of resignatien) do you have a civillen 
(ob waiting? 


O No O Uncertain © Yes O lot arplicable 


22. Which of ine fellowing best cescribes the type of job you whl have in civilian lite? 





© Government © Professional Set arcliwente 
©) Education © Other 
© Business © Uncertain 





















r. CAREER MANAGEMEN 


AS Foc e 


]. On the scale below, check the statement which most epplies to you. 


© 1am a surface warfare specialist. 

© | am primarily a surface warfare specialist and secondarily 2 Navy officer. 
© |! am an equa! balance of both. 

© | am primarily a Navy officer and secondarily a surface warta'e <pecialist. 
© |am a Navy officer. 

© Other 





Using surface warfare as your community, please respond to the below items. 








ae ee 


—_— = oo —_ ~ 


Ich 
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2. fy community has some programs to help me with my career which are different from Roe Uncertain Py % 
Migmmearvacammunities suchas avidliOn.. 2... 2... 0. . eee tt ee te ee ee es Cy ae) 4) ae 
3. féy community has a higher rate of promotion for senior officers than the cther Navy communities. .......20~. wea © © © © 
4. iy community tries fo take care of its own in regard topromotions.. 2... ee ee Gre @) © © G 
5. It is elmast essential for me to be spansured by someone senior if | went to cdvance inthe Kavy........04. Omg -G) 2 fa. 
6. Oificers in communities other than mine get the billets which contribute most ia their hevy careers... 2... 0. Owes Owe & 
7. ftiy community uses an “old boy” (Iniormal) network to keep tabs on officers for (he best essignments. 2... foe are Se, 
8. It is important to have someone available with wham | em comfortable ena trust {9 Ciscuss my Career, 2.2... Owes 2 © © © 
iemeyecemior Oiicers interact with me frequently... 2... ee ee te OLOue Ce eee J) 
10. | use senior officers as role models when | mzke cereer decisions... 2... ee Mm CO ©-@ © eo 
lf. [have been counseled on how the Navy's career system works for members of my community. 2.0... Ce 1G. Or © © Owe 
12. [heve been counseled about the “right” contacts to make to help further my Revy career... 2... 2. Ono © © Ore 
13. | heve been counseled on the Revy's career capertunities cutside of my community... ee Seo © © © @ 
14. | have been counseled on the “blind alleys” which might kili my Navy career... 2... ee ee ee Co Oro). © a 
15. | have been counseled on the “tickets” which have to be punched sa thet | can reach my | 
MOUS IE ANY. ww lk et te tt te ee es a a) 
16. | have had good counsel on the Navy's norms 2nd velues for officers. ee ee Tae GC) Mg 
17. | have a close, personal relatlonship with a considerably more seniar otiicer who serves és 
POM CSEG ww et eee tte OF 1S) oer ee 
18. | have counseled a more junior officer in career-related mztters. ee ee ee ee CUten GOme. 
19. Oflicers need a special career counseling system for them... 2... ee ee ee ee OFCw Om OC Ons 
arr isiaiey is very important al this stage in my Navy career... 2... 6... kt ee tw ee ee ee Omen re) ae 
21. ticreased emphasis on department heed specialization will increase dsnartmsni readiness... ee Gime rG) ©) © ma 
22. The increasing demands being placed en officers ere reaching undesirable prencrticns.. 2... Domne Ko) 0 
23. Hore emphasis should be placed on developing the technical competence of division heeds 
rnOMAECTUMENLMeddS.. . . wk kt tt te tt ee ee te ee ee Oro "Ore © S 
24. \ncreased specielization will result in officers who are less prepered ta deal with problems 
MOpesGetoseay GO), . ee ce et tt te te we ees or (er (er TOR Ter © 
25. Rotating division officers should help these officers become better Gepartment heeds... ee OrG® ©OVere® © 
26. Most officers are technically well prepared, it is the non-technical factors that differentiate 
I cc Gimme) GG) ae 
27. No department head job Is better than another in preparing an officertobe CO... .....00. 0... .00 008] Qimome. ©). © Te 
28. Niost department heads ére technically well presared; the problem fer most officers is 
| in the transition from technical expert (divisicn cfficer} 19 manager {department head}... ............04 Or Oe) ©) © fa 
29. Recent revisions in the SWO career path were introduced ts | 31. In comparison with other communities, officers in my cam- 
increase an officers technical competence and experience bese. munity meke flag rank: 
especially at the department head level. Which of the following best : 
summarizes your opinion of these changes? a euch At the Very 
insrequenily same rate Frecusatyy 


rope £O "OO © © © 
© The SWO career changes are a Step in the right 
direction. We need more emphasis on specialization. 
© The SWO career changes have produced the right 
balance between a specialist and cenerelist 
orientation. 


© The SWO career changes represent a setback. SWOs 
should be generalists and not specialists. 


32. Rate the importance of each of the following. within your com- 
munity, for making flég rank. 


30. Which of the following best reflects your opinion of how the new a. High Specialization . 
SWO career will impact on fleet performance/reediness? p. Generalist (not 
overspecialized). . . 
c. Superb performance . 
d. Have right contacts . 

e. Have punched the 
| AGM WCKeIs. 2. 2S 


© Fleet readiness will be greatly improved. 

© Fleet readiness will be somewhat improved. 
© Fleet readiness will not be effected. 

© Fleet readiness will be somewhat reduced. 
© Fleet readiness will be greatly reduced. 
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A 
| @. CAREER AND MARITAL STATUS 0 


Married officers are to complete Part A. Married and single officers are to complete Part B. 


PART A. MARRIED OFFICERS 


Please indicate your degree of agreement with the below statements which 
relate to the family’s impact on your career. 





fransa} 
Strongly 


. 2 apiral : | et 
P i ‘ , in Are YUULIG har ‘ ; 
|. My spouse's career limits considerebly the options aveileble st oe _ Agree 
Wumiccieet OGGISIONS. .... me. om. ewe sto oO & Oo oO a 
2. At the ese lime, my carser is more important } 
We Wall Mi SHOUSES Garesr, 2... te te ee © io © 2 oO c O oe 


3. Family separation, because of deployment, met.es my 
papmeeeeneol \oSectlcGUMCi. que... . . cme. . soemwe. suwe. cow 


4. Family seperation, because of in-pert working hours, 
Re PE ee es 


5. | feel that my detailer will make an honest cifort to 
PoeOMeyPOOSe aNGIMIG.. . 2. we tw ee 


6. | have cut back on my career involvement in order to mest the 
needs of my spouse and/or children. .. 0... ee ee ee 


7. Counseling should be availble ta married couples 
to help them reduce the stress essociated with 
ECS Ge 


8. Betler support services eg. spouse employment information about 
a new See and/¢r a in planning 2nd coping with 
transfer) should be provided for transierring coupies.. . 





9. How is your spouse primerily employed? (Choose best response) , 


© Full-time homemaker \ 
© Secretary/clerical 
© Teacher | 
O Professional 

© Engineer 

© Business/finance 
O Naw officer 

O Navy enlisted ‘ 
© Other military \ 
© Other \ 





10. 


How Involved was your spouse when you made declsions during your last reassignment 
(completing the Preference Card, for example)? 


| defer to Equal | decide 
spouse's wishes Participation alone 
© © © © © © @ 


. How Involved is your spouse when you ere mzking mejor career decisions such 


as Staying In the Navy, choosing a sscend career, retiring, etc? 


| defer to Fqual | decide 
Spouse's wishes Participation alone 
© @ © © ® © © 


. How do you think your spouse feels towerd your avy career? 


© Completely opposed © Moderately supportive 
© llioderately opposed © Completely supportive 
© Neutral 


. Rate the below items with regard to the extent cf their impact on your most recent PCS move. 


a 
© 
= 
O 


Mmisoousesemolayment.................... 
. Disruptions in children’s schooling. ..........0..0.0. 
Berm OUL-Ol-pockel expenses ...............005. 
Meismipions inSOcialrelations................0% 
Meumemoaving process itself........6..0.0..500000- 
. My unavailability to help the family (en route 

meiner, eXample). 2... wk ee te 
. Obtaining childcare... 2 ee ee, 


—_ 0 QO Oo m 


Ci) OxeTe Cre 
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PART 8B. MARRIED AND SINGLE OFFICERS 


—- 


Please indicate your degree of agreement with the below statements which relate to marital status 


and its impact on your career. 


Sivongly 
. Single officers work the same number of Disagree 
Mgarsas Ndatmeunersonme) ....... 1. we ee ee ee ee oS 
. single officers are unable to obtain assignment to a desired 


6. The Navy treats its single personnel as falrly as 
it does its married personnel... ............-2008. 





geographic location, because all available billets have been 
filled in support of spouse co-location... .......2-00.. 


. Marital status should be taken into consideration in 
(emesignmenttgnocesss 6... ke ee 


. | believe there is a disparity in entitlements/zellowances 
between married and single personnel... ............ 


8. There is too much concern for the family, particularly children, and 


too little for issues concerned with 
the single officer, such as recreation/entertalnment.......... 


To A Little 
Extent Exient 


NA 


NA 


Uncertain 


© 


To Some 
Extent 


ToAConsider-} To A Very 
abie Extent | Great Extent 


OGmODO0O0O 


O€ 000d ff 





stronaly 
Agree 


© 
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1. Career Intention: The following item concerns the intensity of your Gesire to continue your career es a fovy officer at least until you 
are eligible for retirement. Areas on the scale are described, Doth verbally and in terms of preoability. to provide meaningtul 
reference poinis. Check the response which most closely represents your current level of commitment. 


How certgin are you that you will continue an ective Navy career af least until you ere eligible far retirement? 
© 93.9-100%5 1am virtually certain that | will not leave the Navy voluntarily prior io becoming elic.dle for retirement. 
© 90.0-99.2% !am almost certain | will continue my military career if possible. 
© /5.0-89.9%> lam contident that | will continue my Navy caiger until] can retire. 
© 32.9-74.> | probably will remain in the Navy until | am eligible ior retirement. 
© 25.0--9.9 : i crovably will not continues in the Navy until | am sligidle ior 1eivement. 
© 10.0-24.995 lam conticent that | will not continue my Navy career until | can rele. 
© 0.2-9.9% lam almcst certain that | will leave the Navy as soon as possible. 


© 0-0.1%% lam virtually certain that | will not voluntarily continue In the Navy untill am elicisie ior retirement. 





Neriher 
Strongly Acree nor Sironaly 
Disesrea Disagree Agree 


O 
2 
O 
© 
O 
© 
© 
© 
© 
© 
O 
© 
O 
© 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
© 
© 
© 
O 


. The more! think about tt the rnore | feel | made a bad move in enlering my career... . . 
Salmemverveserisneu wilitiny OCCUMAlIOA.. 2... ee ew 
. | talk up the Navy to my friends es a great organization to work for... ...... 
mime dnavetaveldcaied wherel@m. 2... 1. ke we et 
MMOTOPOUCiy EnSY MY Career... 2... we tw ww ww ee te ee 
SmerauonivemommyniclOlworky .... 1. ew ew ee 
. Lam proud to tell others that lam pertofthe Navy... .....0.000000002, 
imeenouaniveenioy my lOCcliON. we et ee ew ee 
MAIMPOPEMECEUNICE IN MY Gereer.. .. 1 wk kt te ee ee we ee ee 
. | would feel happier with a citierentoccupetion.. 2. ee ee ee 
. Lam extremely glad that | chose the Navy to work for, over other 

Organizations | was considering atthe timel joined... ee 
lcm vereseistce withhmepresent lOcetion. ...........-2 200 ees 
Meiieeuvery udouduOulMmYy Career... .... 2. ew ee ee ee 
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. For me this is the best of all possible organizations for which towork. ...... 
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—_ 1. Please complete the ‘ollowing table by providing the indicated information from all of the fitness reports you received — 

during your present tour and the tour preceding it. If you are enroute to a new assignment, use your last two tours, | 
—_ Starting with your most recent FITREP. Include dates of fitness reports that are not available and write in ine word | 
ae “missing.” Please cile ci2 your position on the Evaluation and Summary rankings. The iirst three lines are filled in as | 


examoles, Omit inforn.ation which is not relevant or available. Since this is privileged information, you are not required ' 
id compte cie the below, but your help is essential to our ability to provide useful results. No information from 4) , 
inaividual will be rena red. | 
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i 


iy | YES Bh 8 ee 
| Va f/O p 
tet Lt 
ee 
: 
| of 
of 


ie a 


of 


See _ 
aa 
So : 


escce 2 = Shore 


eee ae 








FOR CONTRACTOR USE ONLY 
© © 





K. COMMENTS 


If you would like to comment on any aspect of your Navy career as it affects your desire to continue as a naval 
officer, please use this space. NOTE: Written commenis may be used to support statistical summaries of data, but 
_ your comments will be used only if your anonymity can be assured. If your comments extend to additional pages. 
_ please add your SSN to those pages. 


THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE WITH THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. 


Renk: © 0-1 © 0-5 Sex: O Male 
© 0-2 © 0-6 © Female 
O 0-3 © 0-7 
O 0-4 


ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee eee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ed 


NOTE: Would you like to receive feedback on the general findings of this questionnaire? 


© YES © NO 


If yes, please provide name and SSN. 
Name: 


SSN: 





eats 


134 








roe 


ABSTRACT 


Purpose. The purpose of this study was to examine the career 
perceptions of female Surface Warfare Officers by comparing their 
perceptions with those of male Surface Warfare Officers. It was 
hypothesized that differences do exist and, further, than these 
differences impact on the retention of female Surface Warfare Officers 


in the Navy and in the surface warfare community. 


Statement of the Problem. The professional career paths for male and 
female Surface Warfare Officers were designed to be equal in terms of 
career opportunities and opportunity for achievement of career goals, 
although the female path is considered to be "modified" to meet the 
requirements of the combat restriction provisions of Section 6015, 
Title 10, U. S. C. However, is this "separate but equal" philosophy 
accurate, or are the differences more significant? How do these 
differences and others impact on the future of female Surface Warfare 
Officers in terms of their careers in the Navy and in the surface 


community? 


Sample. The female respondents consisted of 55 Surface Warfare 
Officers. This sample was matched on rank and designator with 4/7 
randomly selected male Surface Warfare Officers who had participated 


in a previous study. 


Procedures. Each subject completed a career questionnaire developed 
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by NPRDC. The data was analyzed using analysis of variance or chi- 


squared tests for significant differences. 


Results. There are many similarities between male and female Surface 
Warfare Officers concerning their career perceptions. However, 
Significant differences exist in the areas of evaluation of sea duty, 
evaluation of liberty ports, decision to strive for command at sea, 
perception of a clear career path, and attractiveness of SWO career 
path. There was a tendency for genders to agree that some department 
head billets better prepare an officer for command than others, 
however, the perception of which assignments are most career enhancing 
differed. Males considered operations department head as most 
positive and engineering department head as least positive while the 
females ranked engineering first with operations last. Females ranked 
all sea duty assignments as favorable and rated several department 
head and executive officer billets significantly higher than males. 
Recruiting duty was considered least career enhancing for both 
genders. 

Factors important to promotion for both genders were 
visibility, superb performance, "punching the right tickets", and 


having the right contacts. 


Conclusions. In general female Surface Warfare Officers are satisfied 
with their present careers and occupations. However, when female 
surface Warfare Officers attempt to look forward to their futures in 


the surface force, they see a career path that is frustrating, 
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confusing and unclear. Comments from female respondents reflect 
dissatisfaction with limited sea time, uncertainty with their career 
path and frustration in being restricted to auxiliary ships. The 
comments and data support a finding that career paths are neither 
equal nor parallel and the differences adversely affect the futures of 


female Surface Warfare Officers. 


Recommendations. A revision to the Unrestricted Line Officer Career 
Planning Guidebook is needed to accurately reflect the limited career 
path of female Surface Warfare Officers. Additionally, it is 
recommended that the Navy initiate the reevaluation of and eventual 
removal of the combat restrictions placed on women by Section 6015 of 
Title 10 U.S.C. which prohibit females from serving on board combatant 


ships. 
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